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Idl.BOlai(illlioN AND l=::Ul'IMARY

:nttochsflon

oast -sot.aliory eCueation svstem has developed
rapidlv inring the pals reu Years. Todav, the system serves a
di':erse neoulation and ffers a variety of educational opportunities,

m eanding iiLu systen which operates at both
the stdto and lederail reliable information about students,
parti:ulario about how tncg liinanco their odogation, has been lat,=1Y
ulv Consegoentiv, and desnite the difficulties involved,
the ilef7olhi-lif,m felt it necessary to survey students in order to

dbe a- and findnoial blob
gr the nases ffir institutional choices, and their future

:eiryov was undertaken in the spring of 1975 under the
joint pon=;erabip of the College Entrance Examination Board and the
Cor.:mission. This report contains a portion of the results of that
survey, focwiing priLarilv en students' financial needs but also
including a great deal of general descriptive information about the
students,

Only the responses. of fun-time undergraduate students are
included in this report. Of 25,000 full-time and part-time students
surveyed, over 6,000 respondents were full-time nndergraduate students.
The overall response rate to the suxvev was 31%. The response rate of
the full-time undergraduate cannot, however, be determined. Since the
25,000 population was randomly sampled from the universe of collegiate
students attending New Jersey institutions, one can assume that the
response rate of the full-time undergraduates was also about 31%.
It must be emphasized that the sample represents only a population
of students attending New Jersey institutions, and to the extent
that out-of-state students attend New Jersey institutions, it can
he assumed that thgy are included in the sample. in those sectors
where the enrollment of New Jersey students is very high, as in the
community colleges, state colleges, and Rutgers, it can be inferred
that the sample is representative of New Jersey residents.

Several other facts should be made clear in order to prevent
any misinterpretation of the data contained in the report. First,
while the sample of students was random, the actual administration of
the sample was completed by individual colleges. These institutions
were given instructions about how to administer the survey instrument
to a random sample of students. However, it cannot be determined
whether or not each institution actually carried out its task in
precisely the same way. Similarly, the reliability of student responses
was not tested. The survey was carried out anonymously in order to
increase the chance that students would respond candidly to sensitive
questions.



Reliability studies of the SRS have been undertaken and the
results have shown it to be a good instrument to collect the type
of data in which the Comnission has an interest. The study itself
has generaCed a great deal of information which deals with dozens
of variables. There has been no attempt made by the staff to ensure
chat the sample represents the whole population for all of these
variables. This is obviously impossible in the caso where accurate
population information does not exist.

The sample has been validated for va iables which wLre considered
cen ral to the purpose of the study.

in the case of a variable where the respondents do not adequately
represent the population, respondents can be appropriately weighted
in calculations. This has been done throughout the- report whenever
institutional sectors have been combined to compensate for the over-
representation of Rutgers within the respondent pool. No other
variables have been weighted in the tabes. The staff, however,
Let weighted several variables and found no appreciable difference
between the weighted results and the results published in the report.

Summar,'

Following is a very brief summary of the information contained
in the substantive chapters of this report. While it is by no means

comprehensive or definitive, it does attempt to provide the reader
with information highlights by chapter and various possible implica-
LionS of the data.

Chapt.e 2 - tud'; Methodology

ADte r 3 Personal_ ademic Charaeteristic._s_and Plans

of the Retpondents

The following data elements are included in Chapter 3:

racial/ethnic attendance by segment
method of admission by segment

- percentage of matriculants who delayed admission and reasons

for ielay by segment, race, and income
oriaq'y reasons for ar-tending where enrolled, by segment
student choices of institutional types if paying for an
education were not a problem, by segment and income level
level of satisfaction with the institution attended, by
segment and race
high school grades by segment
distributi.on of academic program enrollment, by segment and race
Oanned occupation after graduation, by segment

- planned area of residence after completion of educational
program, by segment
primary reason for not staying in New Jersey after completing
cducati n, by segakent

8



Students with different personal and academic characteristics
are -nrolled in the four types of New Jersey collegiate institutions
(the state university, state colleges, community colleges, and independent
institutions). Within each sector, however, the student bodies at the
various institutions display similar characteristics in terms of high
school grades, college grades, and future career plans. Therefore, it
would appear that the different sectors are serving somewhat different
populations (also borne out by income distribution figures: see the
report, "A Special Analysis--Familv F'nancial Circumstances and Patterns
of Financing a College Education." Maintaining the diversity of -,11e

sectors of higher education would seem advisable in order to meet the
different needs of these varied student bodies.

The studeats at the state university, who tcnd to be younger
than students at other institutions, have usually entered the universi
directly from high school and are qenerally unmarried. They have
chosen the public university because it is less expensive than
independent institutions and it has a fine academic reutation. These

at the state university have the highest high school grade
point averages of all stu&nts enrolled in rublic institutions, and
they tend to pursue professional, managerial, and administrative
careers. While over two-thirds are satisfied with the education
they are re.:eiving, if expense was not an obstacle, however, over
50YZ of the students sampled indicated that they might have preferred
to attend nn independent institution. Only a quarter of the university
students definitely intend to remain in New Jersey following graduation,
while 26% of those who wished to lea-- the state attributed this desire
to New Jersey's social environment.

At New Jersey's state colleges, one out of every five students
delayed their college career because they became employed, married
(58.3% of all state college students are women) or joined the armed
services directly following high school. Forty percent of these
students delayed entrance into a state college for at least two
years. Students tended to select state colleges on the basis of
relatively inexpensive tuition charges and in the case of commuter students
foi' accessibility. Once again, while 70% were satisfied with their
education, nearly 50% would preter Le attend an independent college
if financing were not a problem. Upon graduation from high school,
state college students had lower grade point averages than students
in the university, yet once in college they earned grades similar
to those earned by students in all sectors of higher education.
Almost one-third of the students intend to receive bachelor's degrees
in education, while 50% of the collective body intend to pursue
master's degrees in various fields. Those students who professed
a reluctance to remain in the state cited New Jersey's limited
job opportunities as the primary reason.

Community college students differ from students found at other
institutions in that they are usually older, are married with dependents,
and are more likely to be members of a racial minority. They have
delayed their education for more than iwo years following high school
graduation. Even if it was financially feasible far them to attend
more expensive institutions more often than students in the other

I-)
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sectors, and two-thirds chose ccmmunity colleges for either cost
or accessibility, they would prefer to remain at a community college.
Following the trend that was Found with students at the state colleges,
the community college students had lower grade averages in high school,
but college grades similar to those found in other sectors. Over

70% of these students are in college-transfer programs and they are
more likely to prefer to live and work in New Jersey following gradua-
tion than their university and state college counterparts.

Students who attend New Jersey's independent institutions are
generally young, unmarried, and over 90% have entered their institu-
tion directly from high school. Unlike stu&nts at the public institu-
tions who are very concerned with the cost of a higher education,
these students selected their institutions primarily upon the basis
of academic reputation and curriculum offering. Students at the

independent institutions had high school grade point averages lower
oaly than those of the state university students and they are the
least Likely to plan to remain in New Jersey. Only community
college students reported more satisfaction with their institut ons.

In light of the financing problems affecting all of post-secondary
ucation, it is of particuLer importance to take note of the influence

of cost of attendance on students' choices of institutional type.
Of equal importance is the fact that, despite thc!ir relative satisfac-
tion, roughly one-half of students sampled at the university and
the state colleges might prefer to attend an independent institution
if costs were not prohibitive. The question of perceived high quality
in the independent sector being unavailable due to expense must be
addressed at the state policy level especially in view of the financing
plight of independent colleges and their excess capacity compared to
the lack oi additional spaces in the pub/ic sectors.

ChaTter 4 _-

The following data elements -e included in Chapter 4:

of housing, by segme
- nieni room and board expense, by segment and type of housing

mean distance of residence from campus, by segment and travel
method

- mean transportation expense, by segment and distance
- mean expenditures for clothing, recreation and incidentals,
by segment, race, and dependency status

- total maintenance (non-instructional) budgets, by segment
- total maintenance (non-instructional) budgets, by race
- total educational benefits, by segment and race

The non-instructional (maintenance) costs incurred by students
are a very real part of the expense of attending an institution of
pust-seeonanty education. It is essential for policy --akets to und --
stand the nature and level of these expenses when considering such
policies as tuition levels and student aid target groups. This chanter
shows that, in general, students at the state university have the

1-4
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colleges the highest, and those at the state and community colleges
are between the two and roughly equivalent to each other. It is
mportant to note that on the basis of figures cited in the Commission
report, "A Special AnalysisFamily Financial Circumstances and Patterns
of Financing a College Education," the mean income of university students
is significantly greater than that of state and community college students,
yet the expense budgets are less and their tuitions )nly marginally
higher. In addition, the state and community colleges enroll greater
percentages of low income students whose families are enduring financial
sacrifice than does the university. Independent college students are
clearly facing both the highest maintenance budgets as well as the
greatest tuition charges.

crilIEL!s_j_- The Fa ily Contribution

The following data elements are included in Chapter 5:

- dependency status according to HUG regulations, by segment
- distribution ot student-reported parental income, by segment
- mean student-reported parental income, by race
- comparison of student-reported and CSS-calculated parental

contribution, hy segment
- comparison of udent-reported and CSS-calculated parental

contribution, by race
- summary of spouse contribution by segment
- summary of summer earnings, by segment and by race
- distribution of contribution from saving, by segment and by
- summary of student benefits, by segment
- summary of family cont_:ibution and financial need, by

segment and by race

Students attending New Jersey's colleges and universities
contribute significantly to the financing of their own education,
and they also receive substantial support from their families as
well. Almost 83% of all students were able to work at part-time
or full-time jobs throughout the school year or summer, netting an

average of $1,105. Forty-six percent of these students applied
some of these funds to defray educational costs, their average

contribution being $690.

The average parental donation for full-time students who receive

parental assistance is $1,247 per year, with parents of students at

independent institutions providing the largest contribution to their

childrens' education at $1,642. Parental support is lower at the

state and community college levels primarily because families of students

at these institutions are unable to afford larger contributions. In

addition, because many of these students are older, married, or indepen-

dent, they receive little or no parental support.

The average total rontribution from student and parents amoun

42% of students' budgets at state colleges and 59% at the university,

and averages out to just over 50% of the average student budget across

all students and all institutional types. This obviously leaves a

great deal of eminent financial need to be met by federal, state and

institutional financial aid programs.

1-9
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:LhE. Available Student d

The following data elements are included in Chapter

percentage of students applying for fin ncial aid, by segment
and by race
applications for state financial aid, by segment and by
race, and reasons given by those not applying
summary of BEOG recipients and amounts, by segment
summary of participation in different grant programs, by
segment
distribution of izotal scholarships jants, by segment,
and total average and average of those receiving

- summery of participation in various loan programs, b- segment,
including percent, rpporting loans and mean amount
distribution of total current borrowing, by segment and amount
tvith total mean and mean for recipients
distribution of term-time work, by segment aud with mean hours
worked
summary of participatiJri in different employment progra
by segment
distribution of total teim-time employment, by segment and
by race

- summary of student aid, _by sector and by

There are five basic, sources of financial assistance for students
attending institutions of higher education (term-time efhployment,
federal, state, r.nd institutional aid programs, and loans) and these
programs are used to different degrees by students in the different
sectors. It is important to understand, therefore, that a particulv
type Of aid may be of greater benefit to a student attending an
institution in one sector than to a student enrolled in another. In

addition, despite the five means of financial aid for higher education,
students st',1i confront inadequate sources of funding.

Approximately 45% of the students attending New Jersey iristitutions
applied for financial aid and 31.6% received some farm of assistance.
Less than 20% of the New Jersey residents received a state grant or
loan, many reporting either a lack of awareness of programs or the
perception that their family income rendered them ineligible. Of

particular importance is the fact that at least 20% of those students
with need in excess of $400 per year ilidlizi.paLt_f_ol' aid. It would
appear that more accurate and extensive dissemination of student aid
information is necessary.

While average financial aid in the form of grants, loans and work
exceeds average need at the community colleges, there is considerable
wnmet need in the other sectors.

chapter 7 7 Patterenses
The fall_ ing data elements are included in Chapter 7:

- comparison of total family contribution, by segment and by race

1-6
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- percent of total resources from family contribution, by segment

and by race
- distribution of total grants/and means, by parental income
- total long-term debt, by race ewith means)

- comparison of total current borrawing, by family income
- distribution of total long-term debts by segment
- summary of resources and needs, by segment and by race

This chapter is best summarized by referring to the next chapter
and by reading the report previously mentioned, "A Special Analysis--
Family Financial Circumstances and Patterns of Financing a College Educa-
tion.

Chapter 8 - Summary and Conclusion

Appendices--The survey instrument, a list of colleges participating,
and supplementary tables for chapters and sectors.

1 3
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CRAPTER II

STUDY MnHODOLOGY

There are many varied sources of data on the costs that students must
pay for their education, the resources they have available from their
families, and the types and amounts of student financial aid available
to them from different sources. All of these data bases are limited
to one degree or another by the fact that they are based on different
years; are analyses of different sub-groups, groups, or populations;
employ different methodologies and utilize different assumptions, and,
describe different financial aid programs. The ways in which all these
data bases can be combined and utilized co produce accurate estimations
of the costs of education to New Jersey students, the resources New
Jersey students have available to them, and the financial assistance
they receive are limited. Therefore, it was determined that the students
themselve6 would be the best single source of comparable data on these
subjects.

To obtain data directly from students requires interviews or surveys.
Since interviews are quite costly, it was determined that a survey
of students would be the most efficacious way of proceeding. A survey
instrument which is particularly suited to the purposes of this study
was already in existence and had been used in similar studies'in other

states. It was chosen for use in this study. The instrument is the
Student_Resources.Survu (SRS), a College Entrance Examination Board
standardized questionnaire which has been used in statewide studies
in California, Montana, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Washington.. (It

had also been used in a study at Rutgers University in 1972-73.)

'The_SRS contains 64 items which collect data about the personal,
financial, and academic characteristics of students. It is an anonymous,
self-administered questionnaire which makes follow-up for missing infor-
mation or unreturned questionnaires impossible. On the other hand, its
anonymity helps to assure students that their answers to questions they
may consider quite personal cannot in any way be related to them as
individuals. In addition to the standard SRS questionnaire, the New
Jersey students were asked to respond to 13 multiple-choice questions
designed to obtain additional relevant data about them, their activities,
and educational plans. The SRS questionnaire and the additional item
are displayed in Appendix A.

It was determined that a random sample of 25,000 studemts should
be surveyed to produce sdfficient numbers of returned questionnaires



to yield a representative sample. The questionnaires were distributed
among institutions according to the following procedure. Because the

University had special data needs for its individual campuses, 7,500
questionnaires were arbitrarily assigned to those campuses. The
remaining 17,500 questionnaires were assigned to State Colleges,*
Community Colleges and the Independent Colleges in proportion to their
corresponding percentages of the total undergraduate enrollment in
those three segments. For example, the State Colleges enrolled
73,972 students or 37.4 percent of the total in the three segments.
Those campuses received approximately 6,535 questionnaires.

Then the number of questionnaires to go to each campus within segments
was determined. This was determined on the basis of the individual
campus' percentage of total enrollment in that segment. For example,
Ramapo College enrolls 5.3 percent of all students at the State Colleges,
Therefore, that campus received 9.3 percent of the 6,535 questionnaires
allocated to the State Colleges. These questionnaires were distributed
to every 1/N th student (or the campus total enrollment divided by
346). A similarA)rocedure was followed for every college in the three
segments.

Administ/ators on the individual campuses distributed the questionnaires
by campus or United States mail in April and May to full-time and
part-time students randomly selected from enrollment rosters. Only the
full-time student's responses were analyzed. Questionnaires were
distributed to full-time and part-time students because there was no
easy way for campus administrators to distinguish between those two
groups of students on their campuses. The sampling procedure is

summarized in Table II-1,

TABLE II-1

DistrIbutIon and Return of SRS Questionnaires

Undergraduates
Enrolled

Questionnaires
Distributed

Full-Time
Enrollment

N Returned by
Full-Time Students

% of Full-
Time Students

University 32,657 7,492 23,856 2,539 10.6%

State Colleges 73,972 6,535 50,243 1,436 2.9

Community
Colleges 76,840 6,850 36,017 1,000 2.8

Independent
Colleges 46,740 4,100 3,836 1,081 3.2

230,209 24,977 143,952 6,056

*State Colle es Include The New Jersey Institute of Technology.

11-2
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The response rate for questionnaires distributed was approximately
31 percent for all students. The number of questionnaires returned
represent just over four percent of all enrolled full-time undergraduates.
The completed questionnaires were analyzed by the College goardts
data processing packages which accompany the SRS service.

In any survey where the members of the survty sample are free
to respond or not respond, it is important to know if the respondents
are representative of the sample drawn and the population under
study. As the samples were randomly drawn from the student populations
at each campus, it can be safely assumed that the samples reprtsent
che population under study. Therefore, it is only necessary to
deal with the problem of whether the respondents represunt the
population, i.e the full-time undergraduates enrolled in Mew
Jersey colleges and universities in 1914-75.

The responses of respondents wtre compared to da a available frtm
the Newlersey Department of Hightr Education to ascertain that
they represent the population(s) under study. It is not necessary
for the respondents to perfectly represent the populations on
all variables. It is important, however, that the respondents
are representative of thepopulation on variables that are critical
to the study, e.g patterns of costs of education, patterns of
paying for those costs, and to a lesser extent, geographic distribution.

It will be noted in Table II-1 that more University students
than students at the other college types responded to the survey.
This means that, when data are combined across all college types,
the respondents over-represent the University students. To compensate
for the differences in rates of return, when combined analyses are
offered in the.text, the numbers and data have been "weighted" by
the total enrollments of students at the different types of institutions .
Therefore, statements about all New Jersey students are made after
these weights have been applied.

Since assessment of financial need and the ability to pay for
education are primary concerns, one of the most critical variables
in this study is the family income of respondents. All students
were asked to estimate their family's total income before taxes
from all sources for the current calendar year. When their
responses to this question were weighted by enrollments at the
different institutional types, the distributions of family incomes
closely parallels the census data for New Jersey in 1970. The
frequency distributions are compared in Table 11-2.

11-3
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Comparison df
SRS Student Repo

TABLE 1172

mmily Income Distrilutions
ts and 1970 New Jersey Census

Cumulative Percentages

Income Intervals SRS Censu

Less than $6,000 20.7%

$6,000 to $8,999 20.9 20,5

$9,000 to $11,999 36.1 33.7

$12,000 to $14,999 53.1 52.2

More "Ian $15,000 100.0 1400,0

* Sn c . U. S. Bureau Of the Census, New Jersey Pt.thlic

These data indicate that the family incomes of respondents are
representative of the family incomes of all New Jersey college
students. Since this is a representative sample, statements
about the financial needs and ability-to-pay of SRS respondents
are applicable to all New Jersey college students.

pi

As the primary concern of many users of this report will be with
students who are residents of the State, their representation
in the sample is important. Students were asked to identify their
residemces for tuition purposes. Their responses are compared to
the rords of the Department. of Higher Education in Table 11-3.
GivGn the complex and frequently misunderstood rules for dctermin ng
student residences, it is quite likely that the respondents are
representative of the distribution of resident and non-resident
students enrolled in New Jersey Colleges.



TA3LE 11-3

Comparison of SRS Resp ndents Self-Reported
Residences and Department of Higher Education Data

SRS New Jersey
Residents

D E New Jersey
Residents

University 92.3% 94.5%

State Colleges 96.9 98.2
Community Colleges 96.8 99.8

Independent Colleges 67.0 7

The ample of returned questionnaires tends to over-represent female
students and to under-represent racialethnic minority students. Male
students are under-represented in the sample at all but the Independent
Colleges. Proportionately just half as many Black and Spanish-
speaking students as represented in the population responded to the
SRS. Both of these phenomena are not unexpected. In free-response
surveys, males and minority group members are less likely to respond
than females and non-minority group members. Thn lack of perfect
representation by sex is of little consequence te the study results
and their interpretation as responses o males and females are
generally not significantly different.

In the description of the study results, the important items are
analyzed by the racial/ethnic status of the respondents. This
particular method of analysis is very likely not affected by the
under-representation of racial/etheic minority students. There is
no reason to assume that the eajority aud minority racial/ethnic
group respondents do not repreelnt all members of their respective
groups. The under-representation of minority group members bas
some minor effect on means and distributions at the different segme
For example, since the family incomes of minority group members
are generally lower than those of 'White students, and since they are
under-represented in each segment, the true mean family incomes at
each segment are probably slightly lawer than the means expressed
in the SRS analysis. However, for the mean family income and
nearly all other variables, the differences "caused" by under-
representation of minority students are likely to fall within the
standard error of the means for all students combined. In short,

1 8
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the under-representation has no sIgnifIcant effect on the inter-
pretation of the study results,

TABLE 11-4

Comparison of Sex and Race
SRS Respondents and Depa mnent of Higher Education DI

SRS DBE*

Male Female Male Female

Univ. 49.8% 50.2% 54.7% 45.3%
S.C. 42.0 58.0 49.1 50.9

C.C. 50.7 49.3 53.1 46.9

1.C. 58.3 41.7 57.3 42.7

White/ Spanish- White/ Spanish-

Other B1 elc eakin Other Black §peakins

Univ. 93.3% 5.4% 1.3% 88. 8% 8. 8% 2.4%

S.C. 94.0 4.5 1.5 89.8 6. 9 3.3

C.C. 89.5 9.0 1.5 79 .6 16.5 3.9

I.C. 95.0 3.6 1.4 88. 2 8.2 3.6

*Source: New Jersey REGIS-Reports No. 20174 and No. 05110

Because a student's county of residence in New Jersey may reflect,
in direct and indirect ways, his educational opportunities and
choices, and his ability to pay for his education, it is important
that the respondents' residences are distributed in a pattern similar
to those of al/ New Jersey residents. The students were asked to
identify the counties where their parents live. Their responses are
compared, in Table 11-5, to the counties of residence of all New
Jersey students and the counties of residence for all New Jersey
citizens. It will be noted that the family residences of SRS
respondents closely parallels the residences of New Jersey students

and families. The sample aver-represents students from Somerset
and Middlesex Counties and under-represents students from Union, Essex.
and Hudson Counties,
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TAJ3Lg 11-5

Parents' County of Residence
SRS Respondents and State Totals

All
1

Students
General

2
Population

Gloucester, Camden, Burl ngton 13.37. 12.3% 13.3%

Mercer 4.1 4.9 4.3

Atlantic, Cape 2.3 2.8 3.3

Somerset, Middi, 18.1F 11.9 11.0

Union, Essex, 23.4- 30.0 28.5

Bergen 13.9 14.2 12.3

Cumberland, Salem 1.5 1.9 2.6

Hunterdon, Warren, Morris,
Sussex, Passaic 13.6 13.2 14.8

Ocean, Monmouth 9.8 8.8 9.9

1

2
Source: New Jerney Departnent of Higher Education
Source: Office of Business and Economics, New Jersey Department of

Labor and Industry

The sample is apparently representative of the povulation of New

Jersey students. Assuming that the sample is not biased in any

consistent or critical way, one firaal test needs applied. This is

a test for the standard error of the means of responses to the SRS

questions. This statistical test shows how much the sample means

mdght be expected to vary from the poralation means. Given the

variances of responses to items on the SRS by students from the

different institutional types, it is possible to make a statement

about how much the sample means might be expected to vary from the

papulation means. The standard error of any mean in the sample data

are less than plus or minus 3.1 percent of the mean. This means that

if a given sample mean in the description is, for example, $100,

the "true" mean is likely to be between $96.90 and $103.10. These

"standard errors" are quite small and well within the desired para-

meters for research of this kind.

At various points throughout the analyses, tests for s atistical

significance in the differences of means are applkad. These were

applied to assure the users that, when differences are noted, they

-7
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are likely to represent true differences in the populations and not
just differences in the responses of these students. The level ef
significance employed was the .05 level, the level which is most
commonly employed in this kind of research. When differences are
described as statistically significant, it means that there is a
probability of 95 chances in 100 that the differences represent t-
differences in the population.

Finally, to make the description of study results more easily under
stood, many tables have been placed in appendices. There is an
appendix for Chapters III through VI and for each of the institutional
types, Appendix Tables of special interest are noted throughout the
text.
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CHAPTER III

PERSONAL AND ACADEMIC CHARACTERISTICS
AND PLANS OF THE RESPONDENTS

Although the primary purpose of the Student Resource Survey is to inves-
tigate the costs of postsecondary education and the methods that students

use to meet those costs, an understanding of the personal and academic

characteristics of the students who responded to the survey is important
This chapter presents information about those characteristics.

At the University and the Community Colleges the gender of the respon-

dents was about equally divided between men (49.8 percent and 50.7 percent

respectively) and women (50.2 percent and 49.3 percent respectively).
Among the respondents at the State Colleges only 42.0 percent were men

and 58.0 percent women. At the Independent Colleges the distribution was

reversed, with 41.7 percent women and 58.3 percent men. Students at the

Independent Colleges and at the University were younger (average ages

21.2 years and 21.3 years respectively) than students at the State Colleges

and the Community Colleges, where the average age was 22.8 years. Teble

C-1 provides the complete distribution of ages of the respondents at the

various segments.

The highest percentage of students who had never been married was at the

Independent Colleges (93.0 percent) . A slightly smaller percentage of

University students (90.7 percent) had never been married. At the Commu-

nity Colleges only 79.0 percent of the respondents had never been married

and at the State Colleges only 82.7 percent. Table C-2 shows the marital

status of all of the respondents in detail. At the University 3.5 percent

of the respondents had dependent children with the average being 1.7 children;

at the State Colleges only 6.9 nercent with the average 2.1; at the Community

Colleges 14.8 percent with the average 2.2; and at the Independent Colleges

2.7 percent with the average 1.7 children. Table C-3 provides the distri-

bution of the number of dependent children for all respondents at the

different segments.

Nearly all of the respondents indicated that they were Caucasian or White:

at the University 87_4 percent indicated that they belonged to this group,

at the State Colleges 89.2 percent, at the Community Colleges 84.1 per-

cent, and at the Independent Colleges 89.8 percent. slack students made

up the largest racial/ethmic minority group.at each of the segments. The

following table shows the distribution of student responses to the racial/

ethnic group membership question.
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TABLE IIT-1

Distribution of Racial/Ethnic Group Memb rship

By Segme t

RACIAL/ETIANITC CROUP Univ. S.C. C.C.

American Indian/Native American .3% .6% 1.0% .2%

Black/Afro-American/Negro 5.4 4.5 9.0 3.6

Caucasian/White 87.4 89.2 84.1 89.8

Chicano/Mexican-American .5 .6 .5 .6

Oriental/Asian-American 2.0 1.0 .8 2.0

Puerto Rican .8 .9 1.0 .8

Other/No Response 3.6 3.2 3.6 3.0

In the analyses in subsequent chapters of this report, the responses of
students who indicated they were Chicano, Mexican-American:and Puerto
Rican will be combined into one group identified as Puerto Rican _(since
that grouping was indicated by the largest percentage of students) and
analyzed separately. The responses of students who indicated that they
were Black, Afro-American, or Negro will also be analyzed separately and
labeled as Black for simplicity.

The largest percentage of veterans was at the Community Colleges at 16.7

percent. At ,:he State Colleges 10.2 percent of the respondents were
veterans, at the Independent Colleges 8.8 percent, and at the University

only 7.5 percent.

At the University 92.3 percent of the respondents indicated that they were
residents of the State of New Jersey, 4.7 percent residents of another
state, and 2.9 percent foreign students or immigrants. At the State

Colleges 96.9 percent were New Jersey residents, 2.0 percent residents
another state, and 1.0 percent foreign or immigrants. At the Community

Colleges 96.8 percent were residents of the State, .9 percent from other
states, and 2.3 percent foreign or immigrants. At the Independent Colleges

67.0 percent were from New Jersey, 30.3 percent from another state, and
2.7 percent from foreign countries. There were no significant differences
in the distribution of residency status among the White, Black, ot Puerto

Rican respondents.

The students were asked to identify tha counties in New Jersey vhere their

parents lived, if they lived in the State. The distribution of parental

residences closely parallels the distribution of the general population

in New Jersey with three exceptions. Students with parents in Gloucester;''
Camden, or Burlington counties and Somerset or Middlesex counties are

over-represented in the sample of respondents. Students with parents

residing in Union, Essex, or Hudson counties are under-represented.
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The parental residences of students enrolled at the State Colleges most
closely parallels the distribution of population in the State. The

distribution of parental residences of students enrolled at Community
Colleges least parallels the distribution of the general population.

There are no significant differences between parental residences of men

and women. By racial/ethnic groups, however, non-White students' parents

are more likely than White students' parents to reside in Union, Essex,

or Hudson counties and less likely to reside in Bergen county. The

parental residences by counties are displayed in Tables C-4 and C-5.

About three quarters (75.9 percent) of respondents at the Independent

Colleges indicated that they had been admitted as first-time freshmen.

About eight out of ten (79.1 percent) at the University had been

admitted as first-time freshmen. At the Community Colleges 83.6 per-

cent had t)een admitted as freshmen, while at the State Colleges only

65.6 percent had been admitted first as freshmen. The following table

shows the method of admission of respondents at all segments.

TABLE Ilr-2

Method of Admission

By Segaints

METHOD OF AD ISS1ON Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

First-Time Freshman 79.1% 65.6% 83.6% 75.9%

Community College Transfer 6.9 16.1 3.4 8.0

Transfer From an In-State Four-Year

Institution 4.9 6.8 4.1 4.1

T ansfer From am Out-Of-State Four Year

Institution 7.5 8.5 4.5 9.8

Other 4". 1.6 3.0 4.3 2.3

Puerto Rican respondents were the least likely (only 71.8 percent) to

have been admitted as first-time freshmen and most likely (10.6 percent)

to have transferred fram an out-of-state four-year institution. Black

students were the most likely to have transferred to their present

institution from a community college (12.3 percent) but were less

frequently than White students to have been admitted as first-time

freshmen, 72.4 percent as compared to 76.,6 percent. Table C-6

provides the distribution of method of admission by racial/ethnic group.

Approximately 16.2 percent of the respondents indicated they had not

entered college directly after completing high school. Almost 41 percent
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of these students who delayed their entry to college had been homemakers
or employed for less than two years prior to enrollment, 36 percent had
been homemakers or employed for more than two years, and the remainder
had been in the military service.

Stud rolled at the Community Colleges or State Colleges
were more likely to have delayed their entry to college. Black students

and Puerto Rican $tudents were more likely to have delayed their entry
to college than were White students. The students' family incomes were

also related to delay of entry. Almost one-third of the students from
families with incomes of less than $6,000 had not entered college immedi-
ately after graduation from high school. Only 11 percent of the students

from families with incomes of more than $15,000 had delayed their educa-

tion. Over 44 percent of the Black students and nearly 48 percent of
the students from low-income families who had delayed their education had
been homemakers or employed for more than twe years. Tables III-3. through

.1-5 display the percentages of students who delayed their entry to
college and the reasons for the delay.

TABLE 111-3

Percentage of Respondents Who Delayed Education
After High School and Reasons for the Delay

By Segment

Univ. S.C. C. C.

Per _ltage Who Dlayed

fleas°1-1_221M

9.1% 18.9% 37.8% 9.5%

Employed or Hommaker (2 years or less) 45.2% 36.6% 39.6% 46.6%

Employed or Homemaker (over 2 years) 34.8 40.2 34.7 30.1

Military Service 20.0 23.2 25.7 23.3

These data on delays in education are especially significant in that they
demonstrate that lack of financial resources from the fmmily at the point
of graduation from high school inhibits but does not prohibit college

attendance. But even more important are their implications for the char-
acteristics of student populations who will enroll at different types of
institutions and for financial aid programs which attempt to deal with
the financial aid needs of these more mature students.

25
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TABLE 111-4

,Percentage of Respondents Who Delayed Education
After High School and Reasons for the Delay

By Racial/Ethnic Croup

ITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Percentage Who Delayed 14.0% 38.6% 26.7%

Employed or Homemaker (2 years or less) 40.2% 38.6% 47.8%

Employed or Homemaker (over 2 years) 35.3 44.1 13.0

Military Service 24.5 17.3 39.2

TABLE -5

Percentage of Respondents Who Delayed Education
After High School and Reasons for the Delay

By Family Income intervals

Less
Than
$6,000

$6,000
to

$8,999

$ 9,000
to

$11,999

$12,000
to

'$14,999

$15,000
to

$17,999

More
Than

$18,000

Ferren
Delayed 32.5% 23.97. 17.4% 12.1% 10.7%

Ils.A1:2_92.1X)rDela

Employed or Home-
maker (2 years
or less) 30.3% 40-0% 49.6% 43.7% 48.9% 48.7%

Employed or Home-
maker (over 2
years ) 47.9 28.5 26.3 29.4 27.7 36.6

Military Service 21.8 31.5 24.1 26.9 23.4 14.7
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Regardless of when students begin their college education or how they
were admitted to their current college they have a variety of reasons
for choosing their particular institution. These reasons are frequently
complex and sometimes quite unique for individual students but some
patterns of reasons for choices were identified by the Survey. The

respondents were asked to identify which of ten common reaFons for choos-
ing an institution was most important to them in choosing college

. where they were curTently enrolled. The reasons and percentages of
students choosing them are displayed in Table 111-6.

TABLE 111-6

Primary Reasons for Attending the College Wliere Enrolled

By Seg-ents

I.C.Reasons Univ. S.C. C.C.

College's Academic Reputation 20.3% 4.8% 6.6% 29.4%

Parents, Friends, Counselor Advice 5.3 5.9 8.2 9.4

College's General Characteristics 4.0 5.8 2.1 9.6

More Financial Aid Here 2.3 1.4 1.0 7.4

Can Live at Home and Commute 13.2 28.2 34.3 18.2

College's Religious Affiliation 0.2 0.1 0.4 2.1

Desired Curriculum Here 18.0 20.2 11.3 18.7

Could Best Afford This College 34.7 31.9 33.4 2.0

Only College that Admitted Me 1.6 1.6 2.6 2.4

Composition of Student Body 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.8

Over one-third of the students who were enrolled at public institutions
indicated that the primary reason for choosing their institutions was
that, "This college was the one I could best financially afford to attend.

Students at the Independent Colleges were most likely to identify their

"college's academic reputation" as the primary reason for their attendance.

The academic reputation of the State University was the second most fre-

quently chosen reason for attendance by students enrolled on its campuses.

The academic reputations of the State and Community Colleges were of

lesser significance to their students. Being able to live at home and

commute to classes was the second most frequently chosen reason for atten-

dance at the State and Community Colleges. Almost one-third of their

students identified this reason as the primary reason for their choice.
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About one of every five students enrolled at the State University, State
Colleges, or Independent Colleges said their primary reason for attendance
was that, "This college was the one that most nearly offered the curric-
ulum I wanted." Only one of every nine students at Community Colleges
chose this reason as primary.

The advice of parents, friends, or counselors was mo important to stu-

dents at Community Colleges and Independent Colleges than at the other
types of institutions. However-, fewer than one of every eleven students
at these institutions said this advice was of primary importance to them.

The primary reasons of men and women varied only slightly. Men were

more likely than women, 17.7 percent as compared to 14.0 percent, to
identify their colleges' academic reputation as most important. Women

were more likely than men, 19.4 percent as compared to 15.6 percent, to
identify a curricular offering as the primary reason for their institu-
tional choice. Upper division students were more likely than lower divi-
sion students to identify a curricular offering as their primary reason
for choosing their institution, 18.4 percent as compared to 16.9 percent.
There were no other significant differences in reasons identified by
students at lower or upper divisions.

There were only a few differences in primary reasons identified by members

of the different racial/ethnic groups. Non-white students were more

likely than White students, 11.3 percent as compared to 6.2 percent, to

# identify advice of parents, friends, or counselors, as the primary reason

for choosing their institution. Black students were more likely than

White students or Puerto Rican students, 28.7 percent as compared to

20 percent, to identify living at home and commuting as their primary

reason for attending their particular college. This datum, however,
corresponds and is related to the fact that more Black students have

delayed their entry to college and probably have homes of their own from

which to commute.

It is reasonable to expect reasons for choosing an institution to vary

drematically by the family income of the students. This is expected

because students' institutional choices are influenced by resources

they have available to pay for educational costs. The reasons identi-

fied by the respondents to the Survey, however, show relatively little

variation by family income intervals.

As student family income increases, the "college's academic reputai: n"

increases in importance. As family"income increases, financial eid

decreases in importance, but only slightly so. As family income in-

creases, the importance of being able to commute to class decreases, but

again the relationship is only slight. A "college that I could best

afford" is more important to students from families with incomes between

$9,000 and $18,000 than it is to students from lower-income or upper-

income families--33.3 percent as compared to 27.7 percent and 22.4 per-

cent identified this reason as yrimary. Table C-7 and C-8 show the

student choices by sex, racial/ethnic groups, and family income.

III-7
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Three of the reasons--"I received more financial aid to Geme here than
I would have recieyed to attend another college,"

11 can attend this

college, live at home, and commute to class," and "This college was
the one I could best financially afford to attend"--are all related to
costs, student'resources, and financial need. Their frequency of choice

indic that financial considerations play an important role iR stu-
dent choices of institutions. By institutional types, 50.2 percent of .

the students at the State University, 61.5 percent at the State Colleges,
68.7 percent at the Community Colleges, and 27.6 percent at the Inde-
pendent Colleges chose one of these reasons as "primary." It follows,

then, that increasing the financial resources of students is like
produce some dramatic shifts in enrollment between i-astiturioai

types.

The students were asked which of seven types of institutions they would

choose, "If paying tor your education were not a problem." Their res-

ponses by the type of institution where they are currently enrolled are

displayed in Table 111-7. These data indicated that 58.2 percent of the
students enrolled at the State University would choose a private college
or university, 50.8 percent of the students at State Colleges would

choose a private college or university, and 35.5 percent of the Community

College students would choose private colleges or universities. Only

15.2 percent of the students at private colleges or universities would

choose another type of college.

TAELE 111-7

Student Choices of Ins itutional Types,
"If Paying For an Education Were Not a Problem

By Segments

Would Choose

rently Enrolled

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

Public Two-Year n.57 0.3% 14.8% 1.2%

Private Two-Year 0.4 0.3 1.7 1.0

Private Nio-Tech 0.6 1.4 2.4 0.6

Public Four-Year 8.2 23.1 25.5 5.2

Private Four-Year 21.6 22.9 18,8 40.5

Public University 32.5 24.4 21.7 7.2

Private University 36.2 27.6 15.1 44.3

By racial/ethnic groups, 58.6 percent of the White students would choose

private colleges, 37.7 percent would choose public four-year colleges or

universities, and 2.7 percent would choose community colleges. Only 37.8

percent of the Black students would choose private colleges, 53.3 percent

would choose public four-year colleges or universities, and 5.6 percent

would choose community colleges. Nearly as many Puerto Rican students
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as White students, 51.2 percent, would choose private colleges, 43.0

percent would choose the public four-year colleges or universities,
and 1.3 percent would choose community colleges.

The institutional choices of men and -,woen are not significao ly

different but choices do vary by the students' family income. The

choices by family income intervals are displayed in Table 111-8.
As family inc!ome increases, student preference for a private univer-

sity increases. Preference for public two-year colleges and private
vocational-technical schools decreases as family income increases.
There are no other direct linear relationsipipc between changes in

family income and institutional prefere

TABLE 111-8

St-ident Choice of institutional Types,
Paving For An ErThsation Were Not a Problem"

mily income fntervals

Would Choose

Less $6,000 $ 9,000 $12,000 $15,000 More

Than to co to to Than

$6,000 $8,999 $11,999 $14,999 $17,999 $18,000

Public Two-Year 3.9% 3.0% 3.2Z 2,4% 2.6% 2.8%

Private Two-Year 0.6 1.1 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.3

Private Vo-Tech 1.8 1.7 1.8 0.8 0.4 0.8

Public Four-Year 17.5 14.9 13.9 14.4 15.2 11.7

Private Four-Year 21.4 26.3 21.8 25.2 25.6 26.2

Public University 27.4 24.0 26.3 24.0 23.2 23.5

PrivateUniversity 27.4 29.0 31.9 32.5 32,3 34.7

From the data in the three prededing tables, it is possible to make some

tentative conclusions. The institutional choices of students enrolled

in New Jersey colleges are very much influenced by finacially-related

factors and considerations. If paying for an education were not a prob-

lem, many students would change the types of institutions they attend.

The major directions of these changes would be toward private institu-

tions. However, the changes would be moderated by other than financial

factors or considerations. This conculsien is, in part, based on the

fact that significant percentages of low-income studenzs, who presumably

would be most likely to be inhibited by current financial factors, would

still choose lower cost public institutions. FurthermoVe, most students,

regardless of the type of insti ution they are attending, are satisfied

with it.

3 0
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At the Lnjveritv 6.2 percent indicoted that they wore satisfied or
completely satisfied with the instiLtion while only 19.6 percent were
unsatisfied or completely unsatisfied. At the State Colleges 69.6
percent were at least satisfied and cAv 14.4 percent unsatisfied; ,

e Community Colleges 75.9 peo2cent were at leat satisfied. as compared

with 9.5 percent unsatisfied; and at the Independent Colleges 74.7 percent
at least satisfied and 13.8 percent unsatisfied. Black and Puerto

Rican respondents were more likely to be indifferent to their institu-
tion than were White students but in general the level of satisfaction

was similar for the different racial/ethnic groups. The tables which

follow show the ,;i.ddent respon:.--4es to the question about their attitude

toward the institnIon they were endi

TABLE 11-9

Level of datisfactioi with Institutiot

ment

Sat is tact -Lon S.C.

Completely Satisfied 10.57 12.17 22.5% 19.6%

Satisfied 54.7 57.5 53.4 55.1

Indifferent 19.2 16.0 14.5 11.4

Unsatisfied 17.3 12.6 7.6 11.4

Completely Unsatisfied 2.3 1.8 1.9 2.4

TABLE 111-17

Level of Satisfaction with institution

By Ra '_1/Ethnic Group

Satisfaction White Black Puerto Rican

Completely Satisfied 14.6% 11.5% 17.4%

Satisfied 96.0 49.5 51.2

Indifferent 14.0 21.4 19.8

Unsatisfied 13.5 15.2 10.5

Completely Unsatisfied 2.0 7.5 1.2

III-10
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The satisfaction of the studcw,s with zHir institutions was reflected
in their plans for the coming year. AL the University only 1.3 per-

cent indicated that they would discontinue their education by stop-out

or drop-out, at r-:W-Ste,t7Colleges only 2.0 percent, at the Community

Colleges only 2.5 percent,,and at the Independent Colleges 1.5 percent.

The Community Coliee had'the largest percentage planning to transfer

to anot)er institution, 18.7 percent, reflective of these students'

plans r3 seek the bachelors degree. The Community Colleges also had

The sm811cst peYcentage anticipating receipt of their degree, 8.3

percen. , perhaps reflecting plans to transfer before reeiving the

associate degree. The plans of the different racial/ethnic groups
were generally similar, with White students including tha largest

percentage anticipating receipt of their degree and the largestpercent-

age of students planning to transfer. The following two tables show

the students' plans for the next academic year.

TABLE III-11

Plaus for the Next Academic Year

Po-, Segment

Plans Univ. S.C.

Return to Same Institution 80.1% 77.4%

Receive Degree 15.0 16.4

Stop-Out and Return Later .9 1.7

Drop-Out .4 .3

Transfer 3.5 4.1

C.C. I.C.

70.4% 72.3%
8.3 20,9
1.8 1.3

.7 .2

18.7 5.4

TABLE 111-12

Plans for the Next Academic vear

By Racial/Ethnic Group

Plans White

Return to Same Iwitit-_tion

Receive Degree
Stop-Out and Return Later

Drop-Out
Transfer

75.7%

16.0
1.2

.4

6.7

3 2

Black Puerto Rican

82.6% 87.2%

11.6 8.1

2.4 2.3
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While it is very import
tutions, why they chose them,

how students entered di.
arc satisfied with their eh:-)iees,

and what institutions they mi.-- t choose (or have chosen) under other
cir um,,-tances, it is also important to know more about their educational
program choices, academic performance, and career plans. In addition to
the very important financial factors and considerations which result in
the distribution of different kinds of students among different types of
institutions, the students' high school performances and educational/occupa-
tional interests are influential in determining where they enroll.

The high school grade averages of students uao .E,ro enrolled at the dif-
ferent types of institutions are somewhat different. Students at the
State University and the Inependent Colleges hai better high school
grades than students at the other types of insti_tutions. The self-repo ted
high school grades of students by institutional types are shown in the
following table.

Studen

TABLE I1I-13

Self-Reported High School Grades

by

Grades Univ. lJ.. C.C. I.C.

Mostly A's
Mostly B's
Mostly C's
Mostly D's

49.5% 26.2% 13.2% 38.7%

42.9 53.6 47.3 43.7

7.2 18.5 36.6 16.8

0.4 1.7 2.9 0.8

Approximate ean* 89.2 82.5 82.1 87.0

The high school grades of students also vary by sex and racial/ethnic group.

In general, women have higher grades than men and White students have

higher grades than non-White students. The approximate means for grades

were determined by assigning numeric values to letter grades and
calculating group averages. The high school grades of student by sex and

racial/ethnic groups are shown in Table C-9.

While there are differences in high school grades by institutional types,
the mean college grade point averages for students at various types is

generally the same, 3.0 at all but the Community Colleges where the mean

is 2.9. Black students reported mean grade-point averages of 2.7, Puerto

Rican student, a mean of 2.8, and White students, 3.0. Table C-10 and

C-11 provide the: distributions of student-reported grades for the different

segments and racial/eLhnic groups. Table C-12 shows the mean grade-point

average for students at the different types of institutions by rae4.a1/

ethnic group.

Athe approximate mean is calculated.by assuming a numerical va_ue of 99 for

A, 85 for B, 75 for C, and 65 for D.

111-12
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The State (o1 leges had the iighest percentage of respondents in the
upper divisiPn (62.9 percent), followed by the Independent Colleges
(51.8 percent) acd :he University (44.6 percent). A few of tho
respondents from the Community Colleges (8.1 percent) indicated that
they were in the upper division, presumably students attending con-
currently two different institutions who completed the survey instru.-

ment at the Community Colleges or those aLtehding for seif-enrichment

or remediation. There were only minordifferences in the percent of
White students (44.7 percent), Black students (41.3 percent) and
Purto Rican students (42.3 percent) in the upper divis'on. Tables

C-I3 ard C-14 show the distribution of respondents by ctoss level
at the different segments and mong the different racial/ethnic groups.

The educational program choices -- students varies by the type of
institution they attend. At the University the largest percentage of
respondents were enrolled in humaniLles or social science curricula

(29.9 percent). The next two most frequently indicated curricula
were mathematics and physical/lire sciences (17.2 percent) and the

health professions (12.0 percent). At the State Colleges the most

frequently reported curriculum was education (34.3 percent), followed
by humanities and social sciences (27.0 percent). At the Community

Colleges 29.1 percent of the respondents indieated that they- were
in l,isinoss administration curricula and 22.9 percent in the humani-

ties And social sciences. At the Independent Colleges humanities and

social sciences were the most Frequently indicated (31.7 percent) and

business administration the second most frequently reported (26.4

percent) . For all three racial/ethnic groups humanities and social

sciences were the most frequently indicated curricula. Among White

students, business administration was the second most frequentlY
reported curriculum; for Black students, education; and for Puerto

Rican students, business administration. The two tables on the follow-

ing page show the distribution of academic program by segment and by

racial/ethnic group.

As the basic SRS questionnaire does not eontain a detailed descrip-

tion of programs generally found in community colleges, Community

College students were asked to further identify the curriculum in

which they were enrolled by means of a local item. Their responses

are displayed in Table C-I5 in Appendix C.

Among the tour-year segments the d gree plans of respondents were generally

the same. About two-thirds of the respondents at the four-year Aegments

anticipated completing the requireMents of a degree beyond the bachelors

(67.3 percent at the University, 64.2 percent at the State Colleges, and

64.0 percent at the independent Colleges). Few students in the four-year

segments indicated that they did not intend to complete at least their

bachelors' degree (0.3 percent at the University, 0.6 percent at the

State Colleges, and 2.5 percent at the independent Colleges). At the

Community Colleges 37.9 percent of the respondents indicated that their

plans were to ultimately receive an advanced degree, 33.0 percent planned

to complete the bachelors, and 29.2 percent indicated that they would not

seek a degree beyond iho Associate'a. Tablo C-16 provides the distribu-

tion of degree plans by segment.
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TABLE I1T-1

Lion of Acadeic Program

Sement,

a_ Univ. S.C. C.C. T.C.

Agricultural Science 5. .7% .9%

Business Administration 9.3 17.4 29.1 26.

Humanities/Social Science 29.9 27.0 22.9 31.7

Physical and Life Science/Ma ematics 17.2 12.2 6.5 11.5

Enginecring/Architecture 12.1 9.3 7.7 8.1

Education 6.4 34.3 10.4 13.3

Nursing 6.5 2.1 8.4 2.5

Health Profess 12.0 2.0 7.1 4.9

Law 1,0 2.2 3.5 .8

Undeclared Major/Other .4 1.7 3.6 .6

TABLE 111-15

DistrIbution of Academic Program

By Racial/Ethnic Group

Program Whi e Black Puerto Rican

Agricultural Science 2.8% 7, 1.2%

Business Administration 16.4 3.5 21.7

Humanities/Social Science 28.3 3.0 22.9

Physical and Life Science a 13.5 7.0 10.8

Engineering/Architecture 9.2 2.1 10.8

Education 14.9 19.6 19.3

Nursing 4.9 9.8 1.2

Health Profe sions 7.2 9.5 4.8

Lnw 1.5 3.7 3.6

Undeclared Major/Other 1.3 1.8 3.6



There was little difference in the degree aspirations of the three xacial/
ethnic groups. Somewhat more Black students, 65.3 percent, indicated
plans for an advanced degree than did the Puerto Ricans, where 62.8 per-
cent planned on receiving a doctorate or masters, and the White repondents,
where 60.0 percent anticipated advanced degrees. Table C-17 shows this
distribution.

The students were asked what kind of work they planned to do after gradua-
tion or completion of their undergraduate programs. Over 80 percent of
the students enrolled at the four-year colleges or universities indicated
they planned on professional or managerial/adMinistrative careers. Over

two-thirds of the Community College students planned on similar careers.
The career choices of students at the different segments are displayed in
Table 111-16.

nned OLL

TABLE: lir- 6

ions After Graduation

By Segments

Occupations Univ. C.C. I.C.

Clerical/Sales 3.9% 4.3% 11.7% 4.8%

Craftsman/Technical 4.4 3.9 9.5 4.4

Homemaker 0.6 1.7 1.9 0.9

LaboKer 0.8 0.8 1.1 1.1

Manager/Administ 10.3 8.2 11.6 16.0

Service Worker -, 1.7 2.9 5.8 1.3

Professional 75.3 76.5 55.4 68.7

Proprietor 1.1 0.6 1.7 1.9

Operative 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Military 1.8 1.0 1.2 0.8

There are gome differences in the occupational choices of men and women.
Women are more likely than men, 78.1 percent as compared to 63.1 percent,
to indicate a profession as their career choice. Women are less likely
than men to indicate a preference for a craft-related or technical pro-
fession, 3.6 percent as compared to 6.9 percent. On the other hand, men

are twice as likely as women, 15.1 percent as compared to 7.1 percent, to

choose managerial or administrative careers. The career choices of mem-

bers of different racial/ethnic groups were quite similar. The career

choices of students by their sex and racial/ethnic group membership are

displayed in Table C-18.



Occupational choices vary somehat by family incomes of respondents but
the relationships are not linear. Students from families with annual

incomes beteen $6,000 and $9,000 are least likely to choose professional

careers. Students from families with incomes of less than $6,000 are
more likely than other students to choose careers in sales, crafts, tech-

nical areas, or tabor. This may be because many of them have delayed

their education and have established skills in these areas. The career

choices of students by family incomes are displayed in Table C-19.

Regardless of what occupation they might choose, only three out of ten

students have a definite preference for staying in New Jersey to live

and work. About 37 percent have not decided where they will live, 8

percent prefer to live in another Mid-Atlantic state, 5 percent prefer

to live in New England, 2 percent prefer to live in the Midwest, and the

remainder preter to live in another state or a foreign country.

As expected, because of their wn and their parents' residences State

College and Community College students are more likely to prefer living

and working in New Jersey than are students at the State University or

the Independent Coileges. The students at the latter two types of
institutions are likely to prefer living in another Mid-Atlantic state.

The residential plans of udents are displayed in Table 111-17.

TABLE III-1

Preferred Area of Residence After Completion
of Educational Programs

Area

By Segments

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

in New Jersey 26.3% 36=4% 39.4% 25.5%

Mid-Atlantic State 7.7 6.4 4.4 12.0

New England State 5.3 4.7 4.3 6.1

Mid-West State 1.9 1.5 2.4 1.7

Some Other State 15.9 12.7 13.1 14.5

Foreign Country 3.7 71 2.3 5.4

Undecided 39.7 36.2 34.1 34.8

The residential preferences of men and women are quite s milar. The resi-

dential preferences of members of the different racial/ethnic groups are

similar with one exception. Non-white students are more likely than White

students, 45.2 percent as compared to 29.8 percent, to indicate they pre-

fer to stay in New Jersey. These choices, however, are very likely modi-

fied by family income as students from lower income families are more likely

to prefer to stay in New Jersey. While 37.5 percent of the students

from families with annual incomes of less than $12,000 prefer to stay in

New Jersey, only 26.9 percent of the students from families with annual
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, 12,000 prefer tc stay. The residential preferences of

students by se-v and raoc are displavei in Tahle C-20. The preferences

of tudont by familv income intervals are shown in Ta oc C-21.

tea,ons student, identified for not preferring to stay in New

Jersey are quite varied by the tvnes of institutions they are atcending.
The three most important reosono students give for leaving the State are,
in order of importance, NewJersey's "social environment," its "geography

or climate," and the "absence of job opportunities." However, students

at State Colleges are more likely than other students to identify absence

of Job opportunities as their primary reason for leaving. As over 34

percent of the Sace College students arc enrolled in education programs,

limited joh opportunities in this field may have contributed to their

rosponses. Community College students who do not plan to stay in New
Jersey are more likely than other students to list "higher salaries else-

where" as their reason fer leaving the State. Th,:-7y are less likely to

identifv "social environment' a their reason to leave. The reasons

students -t each segment gave for leaving are di-played in Table TIT-18.

Pr'

Reason

TA_

son for Not Staving
[due

Segmen

New Jersey

Univ. S.C. C.C. IX.

bsence of Job Opportunities
Location of Spouse or Parents
Social Envi onment of New Jersey
Geow-aphy or Climate of New Jersey
Higher Salaries Elsewhere
Sone -5ther Reason

26.27, 18.17. 13.57

6.3 6.7 6.5 11.0

26.3 29.4 17.1 24.1

22.1 17.1 22.1 20.9

3.3 4.8 6.5 4.3

24.7 26.3 29.7 26.2

The rezLons students gave for leaving New Jersey varied by sex and racial/

ethnic group membership. The women are more likely than the men to list

"absence of job opportunities" and "location of spouse or parents" as their

reasons for not planning to stay in the State. Members of racial/ethnic

minority groups are more likely than White students to list "absence of

job opportunities" and "higher salaries elsewhere" as their reasons for

leaving the State. "Social environment" and "geography or climate" were

the two most important reasons identitied by White students. The reasons

of men and women and members of the racial/ethnic groups are displayed

in Table C-22. The reasons given for leaving do not vary significantly

bv the students' family income. These are shown in Table C-23.
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The personal and academicaracteristics and ,lans of students in New
Jersey colleges are quite diverse. The four types of institutions

serve somc.what different populations. The students have chosen to
enroll at the different types of institutions for rnther different
sots of reasons and circumstances

Planning for the financing of postsecondary education in the State
must recognize and respond to those differences The differences are
especially important JS they relate to matters of student finance.
Before moving to a description of student costs, resources, and their
means of financing their education, it will be helpful to review the

student differences which apparent among institutional types.

Stato rrliversity students tend to he younger than other students, are
quite likeiy to have never been married or have dependents, and to
have entered the University as freshmen directly from high school. Those

who delayed their entry have e:-;perienced a delay of less than two

years after completing high school. The students are likely to have
chosen the University because they could best afford it, because of its

academic reputation, and because it has a course of study they desire.

Nearly two-thirds of the University students are satisfied with their

insItitution. However, if paying for their education were not a prob-

lem, slightly over half of the students indicated they might have

chosen a private college or university.

University students have the highest high school grade averages of any

of the segments. They are most likely to be enrolled in humanities,

social science, physical science, mathematics, or health science pro-

grams. Over 28 percent aspire to attain a doctoral degree and over

85 percent intend to follow professional, managerial, or administra-

tive careers. Only about one-fourth of the University students indicated

they definitely preferred to live and work in New Jersey after gradua-

tion. Of those who would like to live outside of New Jersey, 25 percent

said they would leave because of the State's social environment.

State College students are more likely to be women. Nearly one out of five

of the State College students are or have been married and those who

have dependents average 2.1 dependents. State College students tend

to be older and are less likely than students at other public institu-

tions to he members of racial/ethnic minority groups.

One out of three students entered the State Colleges as a transfer

student from another institution. Nearly one out of five students

delayed his or her college education because of employment, marriage,

or military service. Over 40 percent of the students who had to delay

their education had done so for a period of over two years.

They are likely to have chosen their institutions because they could

hest afford to attend them, because they could live at home and commute

ro class, or because it has a curriculum they desire. Nearly 70 percent

are satisfied with their institutions. However, if paying for their

education were not a problem, nearly half of them indicated they would

attend a private college.
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State College students' high school grades were slightly lower than

'Cniversity or Independent College students' grades but their college

grades are nearly the same. Over one-third of the students are en-

rolled in education curricula. Almost one-third are enrolled in

humanities or social science programs Over three-fourths plan to

work in a professional career, presumably many in education, after

graduation. Only 18 percent aspire to attain a doctoral degree but

nearly half plan to receive a master's degree. Only Community

College students are more likely than State College students to prefer

to live and work fn New Jersey after completing their education. Those

who would like to leave the State indicated that limited job oppor-

tunities is their primary reason for leaving.

Community College students are likely to be older than other students,

to he or have been married, to have dependents, and to be a member of

a racial/echnic minority. They are more likely than other students to

have entered their institutions as first-time freshmen. However, they

are much more likely to have delayed their entry into college by more

than two years. Two-thirds of the Community College students chose

their institutions either because they could best afford them or be-

cause they could live at home and commute to them. They are more

likely than other students to be "completely satisfied" with their

institutionq- If paying for their education were not a problem, one

out of seven would still attend a community college. Those who would

enroll at another type of institution would choose a public college

or university,

Community Collegr., students' high c-chool grades were lower than those

of students in the other segments, but their college grade averages are

similar to all students' grades. Over 71 percent of the Community College

students are enrolled in college-transfer programs at their institutions.

Over half the students are in liberal arts or business administration

curricula. Community College students are more likely than other students

to prefer a career in sales, crafts, technical, or service occupations.

However, nearly two-thirds plan on professional, managerial, or adminis-

trative careers. They are more likely than other students to prefer to

live and work in New Jersey after completing their education. Just over

one-third aspire to degrees above the bachelors degree level.

Independent College students are likely to be younger than all but State

University students. They are least likely to be or have been married

or to have dependents. Over three-fourths of them entered their current

colleges as first-time freshmen. They are more likely than other stu-

dents to have transferred from an out-of-state institution and they are

more likely to be residents of another state or have parents who reside

outside New Jersey. Fewer than one in ten Independent College students

has had to delay his or her education after high school. When a delay

was necessary it was for a shorter period of time and was likely due to

military service.

They are likely to have chosen their institutions because of their

academic reputation or because it has a desirable curriculum. Only

Community College students are more satisfied with their current insti-

tutions. Only 15 percent would prefer another type of institution if

paying for their education were not a problem.
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Independent College students' high school grade averages are second

only to State University students. They are most likely to be enrolled

in humanities, social science, and business administration curricula.

Nearly two-thirds aspire to degrees beyond the bachelors level. Nearly

85 percent of the Independent College students plan on professional,

managerial, or administrative careers. They are more likely than other

students to prefer careers in management or administration. They are

least likely to prefer to live and work in New Jersey after completing

their education, but only slightly less so than State University students.

The net chapters of this report will show how the personal and academic

differences of students by institutional types are reflected in their

patterns of financing their educations.
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CHAPTER IV

STUDENT EXPENSE BUDGETS

According to a survey conducted by the College Entrance Examination
Board, the expenses of a year of postsecondary education for a resident
student at a public four-year institution has increased by more than
34 percent since 1970-71 and the expenses of a similar year's education
at a private four-year institution has increased nearly 36 percent
during the same period of time. Inflation makes it likely that the trend
of increases in expenses will continue for some time. As the agency
responsible for over-all financing of postsecondary education, the
Commission was particularlyinterested in the student perceptions and
reports of their educational expenses. This chapter will focus on those
questions in the Student Resource Survey which relate to the costs of
education during the 1974-75 academic year.

The amount that a student pays f tuition and fees is generally not under
his/her direct control (except at the point of an initial decision to
enter a particular postsecondary institution). They are fixed by law

or action of the governing board of the particular institution. The
other items in the student budget, books, supplies, room, board, trans-
portation, clothing, recreation, incidentals, etc., are more under the
control of the student and family. In the discussions that follow the
major discussion will consider items in this latter group.

Books, Supplies_,_msl_Eourse Materials

At all of the segments, the average expense reported by students for books,
supplies, and required course materials was less than $200. The highest

mean expenditure was at the Independent Colleges, $171, and the lowest at

the Community Colleges ($143) and the State Colleges ($144). The mean

expenditure at the University was $155. Table D-1 provides the distri-

bution of responses to this question. There was little difference in the

mean amounts reportedly spent by White Students ($151), Black Students

($161) and Puerto Rican Students ($158). Table D-2 provides the

distribution of responses by racial/ethnic group.

It is intere _ing to note that the average amount reportedly spent by
the students closely approximates_the typical "standard allowance" for

books and supplies of $150 used by most of the institutions in New Jersey.

Room and Board

The expenses for room and board are primarily a function of the type of

liVing arrangements that the student elects. There are considerable

differences in place of residence among the different segments. At the

Independent Colleges more than half of the respondents lived on-campus,
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(56.9 percent) in a college dormitory or apartment or a fraternity or
sorority house, about three in ten (31.5 percent) lived at home with
parents or relatives, and about one in ten (11.6 percent) in some form
of off-campus private housing. At the University about the same percentage
of respondents lived with parents or relatives (31.5 percent), somewhat
fewer on-campus (48.8 percent) and somewhat more in off-campus private
housing (19,8 percent). At the State Colleges more than half of the
students lived at home with parents or relatives (55.5 percent), about
three in ten (39.9 percent) in off-campus private housing, and 14.7
percent on-campus. At the Community Colleges more than seven in ten
respondents (71.9 percent) lived at home with parents or relatives, about
one quarter (24.7 percent) in off-campus private housing, and only 3.3
percent on-campus.

TABLE IV-1

Type of Housing

By Segment

Univ. S.C. C.C. 1.C.

Pa-ents or relatives 31.5% 55.5% 71.9% 31.5%

On-campus 48.8 14.7 3.3 56.9

Off-campus priva e 19 8 29.9 24.7 11.6

There were differences in the housing options chosen by students in

the different racial/ethnic groups. Black students were least likely

to be living with parents or relatives (30.1 percent compared with

45.0 percent for White students and 41.9 percent for Puerto Ricans)

and most likely to be living in private off-campus housing (40.7

percent compared with 19.8 percent for Whites and 18.6 percent for

Puerto Ricans). These differences are likely to be related to the fact

that Black students are twice as likely as White students or Puerto

Rican students to be married. Puerto Rican students had the largest

percentage of respondents living on campus, 39.5 percent, White students

the next largest percentage, 35.2 percent, and Black students the smallest,

29.2 percent. Table D-3 provides a summary of the housing by racial/

ethnic group membership.
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Living at home with parents or relatives was the least expensive form
of housing at all of the segments, with the mean expenditure ranging
from $592 at the Community Colleges to $967 at the Independent Colleges.
The rather large institutional differences in mean expenses for living
with parents are likely to be related to differences in parental
incomes and consequent standards of living. On-campus housing was
the next most expensive, ranging in average cost from $952 at the
Community Colleges to $1,378 at the independent Colleges. At all
segments the most expensive option was living off campus. The following
table shows the mean housing expense by segment and type of housing.
Table D-4 provides the complete distribution of housing expense by
segment. It should be noted that the differences in means in room
and board expenses at the public institutions are not statistically
significant.

TABLE IV-2

Mean Room and Boa d Expense

By Segment and Type of Housing

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

Parents or relatives $ 742 $ 721 592 $ 967

On-campus 1,138 1,047 952 1,378

Off-campus private 1,567 1,432 1,758 1,728

All respondents 1,192 1,142 1,182 1,385

Black students reported the highest average room and board expense,
$1,358, reflecting the larger percentage who elected the more expensive
off-campus housing. For White students the average was $1,212; for
Puerto Ricans $1,191. Table D-5 provides the distribution of room and
board expense by racial/ethnic group membership. Independent students
reported higher average expenses than did dependent students. A
dependent single student living at home had an average expenditure for
room and board of $681 and a dependent single student living away from
home in either on or off-campus housing had an average expenditure of
$1,191. Independent single students reported an average expenditure of
$1,383 and independent married students an average of $2,293. The dis-

ibution of room and board expense by dependency status is reported
in Table D-6.
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Transportation Expanse

The expenses of transportation are a function of the method of travel
that the student uses and the distance he/she must travel. Even the
student who lives on campus will have travel expenses--to get from home
to campus and back and forth for vacations and just to "get around" for
dates, shopping, etc.

At all segments,the automobile was the most popular form of travel'from
home to class. At the Community Colleges more than eight out of ten
respondents said that they commuted to classes in a car, and at the
State Colleges more than two-thirds used a car (84.3 percent and 68.7
percent respectively). At the Independent Colleges just under half
(48.2 percent) traveled by car and at the University about four out of
ten (39.6 percent) used a car to get to classes. Walking or hitchhiking
was the next most frequently reported method of travel at all of the
four-year institutions, with 35.1 percent of those at the University,
16.9 percent of those at the State Colleges, and 43.6 percent at the
Independent Colleges saying that they walked or hitched to classes.
Public transportation was used by about one in eight students at the
University (12.1 percent). Other forms of transportation, such as
car pools, bicycles, motorcycles, or college busses were reported by
only a few respondents. Table D-7 shows the percentage of students who
reported using each form of transportation to get to classes.

The mean dis ance of the students' residences from campus (for those who
lived off-campus either at hove or in private facilities) ranged from
10.2 miles at the University to 11.8 miles at the State Colleges. The
following table shows the mean distance of residence from campus by
type of travel for each segment. Table D-8 provides the distribution
of distance for each segment.

TABLE IV-3

Mean Distance of Residence from Campus

By Segment and Method of Travel

Univ.

Mean Distance in Miles
S.C. C.C. I.C.

Walk/hitchhike 3.8 2.9 6.8 4.9

Automobile 12.1 13.1 11.0 11.6

Public transportation 11.4 9.1 7.1 9.6

Car pool 12.0 15.7 12.1 12.9

Bicycle/motorcycle 2.8 2.4 7.6 1.3

College bus 4.4 4.6 16.6

All students 10.2: 11.8 10.7 10.8

45
Iv-4



The average cost of transportationwas lo est at the University, $237,
and highest at the State Colleges, $295. At the Community Colleges
the average was $284 and at the Independent Colleges $249. The following
table provides the mean travel expenses by segment and distance of
residence from campus. Table D-9 provides the distribution of travel
expense by segment. Table D-10 provides the average travel expense
by method of travel at each of the segments. The differences in means
for transportation expenses at the State Colleges and Community
Colleges are not statisticallysignificant.

TABLE IV-4

Mean Transportation Expense

By Segment and Distance

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

Under 1 mile $160 $178 $238 $196

1 to 4.9 miles 236 226 226 239

5 to 14.9 miles 306 317 276 353

15 to 24.9 miles 358 362 344 359

25 miles or more 417 474 443 319

All students 237 295 284 249

There were slight variations in the mean transportation expense for
students in the different racial/ethnic groups. White students reported

an average of $262, Black students $243, and Puerto Rican students

$238. The distribution of transportation expense by racial/ethnic
group is reported in Table D-11. The differences in means for trans-
portation expenses of Black students and Puerto Rican students are

not statistically significant.

Other Expenses

All other expenses were lumped together on the SRS questionnaire under

the heading clothing, recreation, and incidentals. The mean expenditures

for these items by University students was $348, by State College

students $397, by Community College students $380, and by Independent

College students $418. Black students reported the highest average of

any of the racial/ethnic groups, $444. Puerto Rican students $391, and

White students $373. Single dependent students living at home reported

an average of $370, single dependent students living away from home $337,
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single independent students $500, and married independent students $523.
The following table summarizes the expenditures for different groups
of students; Tables D-12, D-I3, and D-14 provide the detailed distri-
butions for each group.

TABLE IV-5

Mean Expenditures for Clothing, Recreation,
and Incidentals

For Different Croups of Respondents

Student Group
Mean

Expenditure

University students
State College students
Community College students
Independent College students

White students
Black students
Puerto.Rican studenta

$348
397

380
418

$373
444
391

Dependent single at home $370
Dependent single away from home 337

Independent single 500

Independent married 523

Total Maintenance Ex enses

Adding together the expenditures for hooks, supplies, room, board,
travel, clothing, recreation, and incidental expenses provides a
measure of the amount of total expenditures that are under the

direct control of the student and family. This "maintenance budget"
reflects differences in expenditures which are a function of
choice within the groups under consideration (as opposed to
tuition and fees which are independently determined). At the

three public segments the totals were similar, $1,932 at the
University, $1,978 at the State Colleges, and $1,989 at the
Community Colleges. Students at the Independent Colleges spend
an average of $2,223.
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TABLE IV-6

Total Maintenance Budgets

By Segment

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

Books and supplies 155

(8.0%)

$ 144
(7.3%)

$ 143
(7.2%)

$ 171

(7'77)

Room and board $1,192 $1,142 $1,182 $1,385

(61.77) (57.7%) (59.4%) (62.3%)

Travel $ 237 $ 295 $ 284 $ 249

(12.3%) (14.9%) (14.3%) (11.2%)

C othing, recreation,. $ 348 $ 397 $ 380 $ 418

and incidentals (18.0%) (20.1% ) (19.1%) (18.8%)

Total $1,932 $1,978 $1,989 $2,223

Expenditures for roam and board made up about 60 percent of the total,
clothing, recreation, and incidentals about 20 percent, and books,
supplies, and transportation combined to make up the final 20 percent

of expenditues at all of the segments.

Black students hall the highest total maintenance budget, $2,206. The

Puerto Rican students spent the smallest average amount, $1,978. Whi e

students reported spending an average of $1,998. The percent of the

total spent for various items was about the same for all three groups.

4 8
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TABLE IV-7

Total Maintenance Budgets

by Racial/Ethnic Group

White Black Puerto Rican

Books and supplies $ 151

(7.6%)
$ 161
(7.3%)

$ 158
(8.0%)

Room and board $1,212 $1,358 $1,191
(60.7%) (61.6%) (60.2%)

Transportation $ 262 $ 243 $ 238

(13.1%) (11.0%) (12.0%)

C othing, recreation,
and incidentals

373
.6%)

$ 444

(20.1%)

$ 391

(19.8%)

Total $1 998 $2,206 $1,978

Total_ExpenaE_Rudgets

In order to compare the resources with expenses, tuItIon and fees must
be added to the maintenance budgets reported above. For each of the

segments the mean of the student reported expenditures was used. It

would appear that the student'reports are somewhat higher than the
published institutional estimates of tuition and fees, but appropriate
when the students who pay non-resident tutition are considered. For

the different racial/ethnic groups, tuition and fees were calculated

as a weighted average on the basis_of the number of students in each

of the groups enrolled at each type of institution. The following

table shows the total educational expenditureswhich will be used in

the subsequent comparisons of resources and expenses. The mean
tuitions for each segment were: for the University, $825; for State

Colleges. $750; for Community Colleges, $475; and, for Independent

Colleges, $2,501. The mean tuition and fees for racial/ethnic groups are:
for White students, $1,058; for Black otudents, $914: and, for

Puerto Rican students, $1,037.
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TABLE IV-8

Total Educational Budgets

University students $2,757
State College students 2,728
Community College students 2,464
Independent College students 4,724

White students 3,056
Black students 3,120
Puerto Rican students 3,015

Summju

The expenses a student must pay for his education are affected by
many factors. These include: the tuition and fees of the college he
attends; whether he lives with parents, in on-campus, or in off-campus
housing; how far and how frequently he commutes to campus and what
methods of transportation he uses; his marital status and/or number
of dependents; and, his particular life-style and the day-to-day
decisions he makes about what he must purchase as a function of his
student status.

The Survey has shown some degree of variation in student expense
budgets and their composition. In general, State University students'
maintenance budgets are the lowest and independent College students'
maintenance budgets are highest. State College and Community College
students' budgets are quite similar, showing no statistically significant
differences.

By racial/ethnic groups, White students' and Puerto Rican students'
maintenance and total budgets are quite similar, showing no statistically
significant differences when grouped across all institutional types.
Black students' budgets are higher but this is, in large part, because
they are more likely than other students to be older, married, and
have dependents. The next two chapters will describe the ways in which
students pay these educational expenses.
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CHAPTER V

THE FAMILY CONTRIBUTION

A basic premise of the financing of postsecondary education in the
.,United States is that the student and family have a primary obligation
to contribute toward the costs of education to the extent that they
are able. In most instances student aid is not offered until and
unluss the family makes a reasonable contribution. The previous
chapter presented information about the costs of education in the
state of New Jersey; this chapter, will focus on the present ability
of the student and parents to meet those costs from their own re-
sources.

Typically, the fam ly con-ribution is composed of three major ems:

1. Parental contribution, which represents the mnount that
the parents or guardians are expected to contribute from their
current income and assets. For students who are married and
not dependent on their parents, the contribution of spouse is
generally considered as a substitute or replacement of the
parental contribution.

2. Student contribution from savins, which represents that
portion of the assets which the student has accumulated over
the previous years and an amount which is expected to be saved
from employment during the summer preceding the academic year.

3. _Student cont:riAution from benefits, from such programs as

Social Security, Veterens.Benefits, Vocational Rehabilitation,
Welfare, etc.

These items, taken together, are deducted from educational expenses

to determine financial need. The resultant f gure is the basis on
which student financial aid, whether federal, state, institutional,
or private, is awarded.

Paren.tal Contrjbutlon

In determining the amount that the parents can reasonably be expected
to contribute, two main factors must be evaluated: whether the student
is dependent on his parents for financial support or independent as a
member of the community in his/her own right, and the amount of income
available to the parents for educational contributions.

5 1
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The questionnaire asks the students what their perception is of
their dependency status. As mignt be expected, the student perceptions
differ from, those which would be determined by the BEOG regulations.
At the University, 67.6 percent of the respondents said that they were
self-supporting as compared with only 9.9 percent who would be so
considered by BEOG; at the State Colleges 60.3 percent of the students
believed they were self-supporting as compared- with 14.8 percent
according to the BEOG rules; at the Community Colleges 39.3 percent
believed they were self-supporting while only 17.2 percent would be
for BEOG; at the Independent Colleges 22.6 percent believed they were
self-supporting and only 6.4 percent would be considered so by BEOG.

Clearly, there are differences between the student perceptions and
the BEOG classifications. Probably neither are true representations
of the realities of the situation. But for the discussions which
follow, the BEOG determinations will be used to reflect dependence
and independence.

The second factor determining the amount that the parents can reason-
ably be expected to contribute is their current income. Most systems
for determining parental contribution consider that both income and
assets should be examined, but by far the most important source of
parental contribution toward the expenses of postsecondary education
is their income. The SRS questionnaire asks the respondents to in-
dicate the annual income of their parents and guardians from all
sources before taxes. From this, estimates can be made of the amount
that could reasonably be expected to be contributed toward educational
expenses.

There has been some question of the accuracy of student-reported
parental income. In other studies conducted with the SRS, the researchers
have been satisfied that the student-reported parental income was adequate

for planning purposes. As a part of the SRS study conducted in the
State of Oregon in 1972, a small sample of student questionnaires was
administered in a non-anonymous mode and follow-up was made directly to
the parents to obtain accurate information about their income in
verification of the student responses. In an unpublished doctoral
dissertation based on that study, one of the Oregon researchers repor ed
that "Matched students and parents were compared in the area of total

cost and total resources. The means reported by students and parents

in both categories were statistically not different." In the absence
of specific external information to verify the accuracy of the student-
reported parental income in this sample, the study staff can only
conclude that the SRS information on family income appears to be useful
and reasonably reliable for planning and reporting purposes.
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The criteria used to determine dependency status by most of the student
aid programs are those developed by the Federal government for use in
the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program. These require that
to be considered independent, the student:

1. Has not and will not be claimed as an exemptIon for
federal income tax purposes by any person except his or her
spouse for the calendar year(s) in which aid is received and
the calendar year prior to the academic year for wnich aid is
requested;

2. Has not received and will not receive financial assistance
of more .than $600 from his or her parent(s) in the Calendar
year(s) in which aid is received and the calendar year prior
to the academic year for which aid is requested: and,

3. Has not lived or will not live for more than two consecutive
weeks in the home of a parent during the calendar year in which
aid is received and the calendar year prior to the academic year
for which aid is requested.

The Student Resource Survey data collection Instrument includes questton s
which permit an approximation of the determination of dependency status
according to these criteria. Using information about the tax dependency,
the amount of parental contribution, and the student's place of residence,
the following determinations were made for the respondents in this study
group:

TABLE VI

Dependency Status According to BEOG Regulations

By Segment

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

Dependent

Independent

90.1%

9.9

85.2% 82.8%

14.8 17.2

93.6%

6.4



The highest mean parental income was repor ed by students at the
Independent Colleges, $18,468. This group also included the largest
percentage of families with incomes in the highest interval, with
more than one-quarter (27.6 percent) of the families reported to have
incomes in excess of $25,000. At the University the mean parental
income was $16,380, with 15.0 percent having incomes above $25,000.
At the State Colleges the mean income was $14,995 with 11.0 pt,roent
in the highest income interval; at the Community Colleges the mean
Was $14,038 with 9.9 percent in the highest interval. The following
table provides the distribution of student-reported parental income
by segment:

TABLE V-2

Distribution of Student-Reported Parental Income

Segment

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

Under $3,000 3.5% 4.4% 8.5% 3.2%

$3,000 to $5,999 4.8 6.4 6.6 5.6

$6,000 to $7,499 4.3 4.1 5.8 2.8

$7,500 to $8,999 4.4 6.6 6.3 4.5

$9,000 to $11,999 13.1 15.0 15.5 9.4

$12,000 to $14,999 17.5 18.7 16.9 14.3

$15,000 to $17,999 14.8 14.5 13.3 10.7

$18,000 to $20,999 12.2 11.7 8.7 11.0

$21,000 to $24,999 10.4 7.6 8.6 10.9

$25,000 and Above 15.0 11.0 9.9 27.6

Mean $16,380 $14,995 $14-058 $18,468

Median $15,486 $14,166 $13,296 $17,860

There were significant differences in the distributions of parental
income among the three racial/ethnic groups. Black students came from

families with a mean parental income of $9,270. Among Blacks nearly
two out of ten families (19.8 percent) had incomes of less than $3,000
and nearly half (48.8 percent) had incomes less than $7,500. Only

3.0 percent of Black families had incomes in the highest interval.
Puerto Rican students came from families with higher mean income,
$11,747, with more than one in ten (11.1 percent). reporting incomes
of less than $3,000. Exactly the same percentage, however, had incomes

in the highest interval. For White students the mean parental income
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was $16,736. About one student in six (16.8 percent) came from a
family with income in excess of $25,000, while only 3.1 percent came
from families with inc omes below $3,000. The full distribution of
student-reported parental income by racial/ethnic group is prov'ded
in Table E-1.

TkBLE V-3

Mean Student-Rep: ted Parental Income

By Racial/Ethnic Croup

White Students
B lack Students

Puerto Rican Students

$16,736
9,270

11,747

there was considerably more variation in the amount of student-reported

parental contribution than can be explained on the basis of differences

in the income distributions. At the Independent Colleges the mean amount
of parental contribution, was $1,642, with more than one quarter of the
parents (27.8 percent) contributing amounts in excess of $3,000. Only

one out of six of the parents at the Independent Colleges made no contri-
bution te their child' s educational expenses. When compared to the
contributions that would be expected by the College Scholarship Service

system of determining parental abili ty to pay (which is used by the
majority of postsecondary institutions in the State of New Jersey) it
is apparent that the Independent College parents are doing more than
would be expected. The mean contribution calculated according to the
CSS system would be $1,593 ($49 less than was reported by the students).

About the same percentage -would be expected to make no contribution
(17.0 percent according to t.,S5 compared with 16.2 percent reported by

the students) but 7.1 percent fewer families would be expected to make

contributions in excess of $3,000 (20.7 percent compared with 27.8

percent who actually did contribute in excess of $3,000 according to
the s tudents) .

At the public segments, the parents actually contributed less than would

be expected under the College Scholarship Service system. At the
University the mean parental contribution reported by the students

was $928 compared with $1, 271 which would be expected by the CSS system.
There were 22.7 percent of parents who made no contribution compared

with 18.5 percent who would be expected to make none, and 3.8 percent

who contributed more than $3,000 compared with 12.8 percent who would

be so expected. At the State Colleges the actual mean contribution was



only $589 compared with an expected mean o_ SI ,121. More than one-

third of the parents (34.5 percent) made no contribution compared with
22.3 percent who would not be expected to make any. About one family
in ten (10.1 percent) would be expected to contribute more than S3,000
compared with only 2.0 percent who actually did.

At the Community Colleges more than four out of ten families (4
percent) made no contribution as compared with about one quarter
(26.4 percent) who would not be expected to make any. The mean amount

of parental support reported by the students at the Community Colleges
was $423 as compared with an expected contribution of SI.061.

For Black and Puerto Rican students the actual and expected parental
contributions were more similar. The CSS system would expect Black
parents to contribute an average of $569, and students reported that
the actual mean parental contribution was $402. CSS would expect that

55.9 percent of the parents would make no contr'bution and the students
reported that 56.2 percent actually did not. Among Puerto Ricans the

expected mean contribution would be $725 with 47.8 percent being expected
to contribute none; the students' reports indicated that the actual mean

was $597 with 47.7 percent providing none.

For 'Alite students the expected mean parental contribution would have
been $1,330 with 17.3 percent being expected to contribute nothing.
The actual student-reported mean contribution was only $934, with more
than one-quarter (25.2 percent) provIding no support. About twice as

many White parents would have been expect d to contribute amounts in

excess of $3,000 than actually did.

The tab1 s on the two following pages compare the student-reported
parental contribution and the CSS expectations by segment and racial/

ethnic group.

The expected and actual contributions for Puerto Rican students are

not statistically significantly dif erent. For White students and

for Black students, the actual contributions are significantly lower

than is expected by the CSS need analysis system. While the expected

and actual contributions from parents of students at the Independent

Colleges are not statistically significantly different, the actual
contributions from parents of students at the other types of .institu-

tions are significantly lower than the CSS expectation.

Some portion of these differences can be explained on the basis of the

difference between the expectation and necessity. The CSS calculation

is not institutionally-specific -- that is the expectation represents

the maximum amount that the parents could be expected to contribute

regardless of the institution attended by the student. When the amount

of contribution is greater than the actual cost of the institution which

the student selects, the "necessary" parental contribution may be less

than the theoretical amount which they could contribute. This would

be particularly true tor parents who would be expected to contribute
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amounts in excess of S2,500 whose children -ttended the public institu-
tions where the total budgets reportedhv the students were about that
amount. Otlier factors, such as the students' earnings, benefits,
contributions from savings, etc. , operate co reduce the necessary Lon-
tribution even further.

In the com orisons which follow, the student-reported parental con-
tribution will be used as it represents the actual amount that the
student had available to meet his educational expenses during the
academic year.

Spouse Contribution

For those students who ara married and independent of their parents,
a contribution irom spouse is generally considered to replace CiaL

which would be expected from the parents. Among the respondents, the
mean spouse contribution ranged from $2,051 for married students at
the University to $1,626 for those at the Community Colleges.
the State Colleges the mean for students getting help from their spouse
was $1,902 and at the Independent Colleges $1,581. Because only a few

respondents had contributions from spouse, it is necessary to adjust
the means by pro-rating them over the entire respondent groups to avoid
over-stating the proportion of family contribution coming from this

source. The following table summarizes the contributions from spouse
reported in the survey. A full distribution of spouse contribution is

provided in Table E-2

There are considerable differences in per student contributions from

spouses for students at the different types of institutions. However

when only students who reported contributions are considered, there are

no significant differences in the mean contributions for students at the

State University, the State Colleges, or the independent Colleges. The

spuuses of the Community College students contribute significantly fewer

dollars to their educational expenses. This may be attributable to the

fact that more Community College students are minority group members and

have lower incomes than White students-and spouses

There is some evidence to indicate that this may be the case. Students

who considered themselves independent of parental support were asked to

indicate their total income for the current year. The mean income for

White students was $7,067. The mean for Black students was $6,360; for

Puerto Rican students it was $6,172. A distribution of self-reported

independent students' incomes by racial/ethnic group is shown in Table

E-3.

The contributions from spouses appears to be more related to the spouse's

and student's income than the type of ins_ tution the student attends.



TABLE V-6

Summary of Spouse Contribu ion

By Segn ent

C.C.Univ. S.C. T.C.

Percent Receiving Any 6.4% 11.6% 10.7% 4.4%

Mean Those Reporting Any $2,051 $1,902 $1,626 $1,881

Mean All,Respondents $132 $126 $174 $84

The analysis which was done did not analyze spouse contribution by

racial/ethnic group. In comparing the resources of the different groups,

the mean spouse contribution for all respondents, $151, will be used.

Student Contribuxion from Savin s

Typically, the student contribution from savings represents tvx sources,
savings chat the student has made during previous years and an amount

that is expected to be saved from employment during the summer previous

to the academic year under consideration. Since the Student Resource

Survey was conducted late in the Spring, the amount which might have

been saved from summer earnings would have been added to other savings

and expended as a single amount during the year. For that reason,

single amount reported as contribution from savings will be used in

these comparisons.

Summer earnings were reported by a large percentage of the students.

At the University only 11.8 percent of the respon,:ents indicated that

they did not work during the summer. The mean earnings for those who

worked was $1,063. At the State Colleges 16.6 percent indicated that
they had no earnings, and the mean for those who worked was $1,080; at

the Community Colleges 24.1 percent had not worked and the mean for

workers was $1,175; and at the Independent Colleges 14.7 percent had

not worked and the mean earnings of workers was $1,103. The following

table summarizes the summer earnings by segment; Table E-4 provides

the complete distribution.
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TABLE '-7

Summary of Summer Earnin--

Sc

Univ. S.C. C.C. .

Percent Reporting Any 28.2% 83.4% 75.9% 85.3%

Moan, Those Reporting Anv $1 063 $L,060 $1.175 $1,103

Mean, All Respondents 5938 5901 5897 5941

There were significant differences in the summer earnings of the
various racial/ethnie groups. Among White s,tudents only 13.5 percent
reported no s=ifier employment while among Black students 32.8 percent
reported none and among Puerto Ricans 29.0 percent had no summer work.

The mean income for Black and White studen s who worked was about the
same, $1,086 and $1,097 respectively. Puerto Ricans who worked had
considerably lower mean incomes, $842. The following table summarizes
the summer employment income by racial/ethnic group with the full
distribution provided in Table E-5.

TABLE V-8

Summary of Summer Earnings

By Rat:J. /Ethnic Group

Whi e Black Puerto Ricau

Percent Reporting Any 86.5% 67.2% 71.0%

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,097 086 $842

Mean, All Respondents $949 5729 $597
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In spite of the relatively high percentages of respondents who had
work during the summer, it was apparent that fewer were able to make

say _4_ to use to support their educational expenses. At the
iiversity only 58.4 percent of the respondents indicated using any

savings to meet their educational expenses during the year. At the

State Colleges 54.3 percent used savings, at the Community Colleges
49.2 percent, and at the Independent Colleges 55.9 percent. Fewer
Black and Puerto Rican students, 32.3 percent and 34.9 percent respect-
ively used sayings than did Whil7e students, 58.1 percent. The tables on
this and the following page show the contributions from savings by
segment and racial/ethnic group.

Among students who were able to contribute something from savings to
their education, Independent College students contributed, on the
average, significantly more than State College students. There were
no other statistically significant differences in mean contributions
from savings by students at the different types of institutions.

White students were able to contribute significantly more from savings
than Black or Puerto Rican students. There were no significant differ-
ences between the mean contributions of the two minority groups.

Distribu

TABLE V-9

'on of Contribution from _avin

_y Sog

Univ. S.C. C.C. LC

Of those reporting any

41.6% 45.7% 50.82 44.1%

$1 to $200 36.1% 42.3% 32.9% 35.1%

$201 to $400 17.8 14.3 19.1 16.4

$401 to $600 11.9 14.2 17.5 13.6

$601 to $1,000 15.0 10.9 10.0 13.1

$1,001 to $1,500 6.7 7.3 6.9 7.9

$1,501 to $2,000 4.2 3.1 4.1 3.0

$2,001 to $2,500 2.2 9.1 1.4 2.5

$2,501 to $3,000 1.8 1.2 1.8 2.0

$3,001 and Above 4.4 4.7 6.3 6.5

Mean, those reporting any $678 $632 $718 $745

Mean, all r spondents $396 $344 $353 $416
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TABLE V-10

Distribution of Contribution from Savi7,

By Racial/Ethnic Group

White Black Puerto Rican

Of t ose repor ing any
$1 to $200

41.9%

36.0%

67.8%

50.9%

65.1%

36.7
$201 to $400 16.6 16.0 16.7

$401 to $600 13.7 13.2 20.0

So01 to $1,000 13.4 9.4 13.3

$1,001 to $1,500 7.4 3.8
'1,501 to $2,000 3.9 1.9

$2,001 to $2,500 '.0 1.9 10.0
$2,501 to $3,000 1.7 1.9
$3,001 and Above 5.3 .9 3.3

>lean, those reporting any '732 -448 $635

Mean, all respondents 7 -144 5222

Student Benefits

Students reported receiving benefits from the Veterans Administration,
Social Security Administration, Welfare, Vocational Rehabilitation, -nd
other sources. rhese benefits made a substantial contribution to the to-

tal resources of those receiing them.When thr7 amounts were pro-rated
over all respondents, however, the amounts we'a smaller ranging from
$450 at the Community Colleges (due primarily to the large percentage
of students receiving Veterans Benefits) to $165 at the University.
The following table summarizes the benefits reported by students and
the contributions that they made to the total resources. Tables E-6

through E-12 provide detailed distributions for each type of benefits
by segment and for total benefits by segment and racial/ethnic group.
The contribution from benefits for the different racial/ethnic groups
pro-rated over all respondents was $228 for White students, $493 for
Black students, and $446 for Puerto Rican students.

In addition to these benefits where specific dollar amounts can be
ascertained, 8.7 percent of University students, 10.4 percent of
State College students, 13.9 percent of Community College students,
and 7.4 percent of Independent College students reported that they
were receiving food stamps as a supplement to their incomes.

6 3
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TABLE V-I

of Student Benefits

By -ent

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

Veterans Be efits
Percent receiving any 3.0% 6.3% 12.2% 3.3%

Mean, those receiving any $2,160 $2,403 $2,262 $2,228

Social Security
Percent receiving any 7.2% 7.3% 7.7% 8

Mean, those receiving any $979 $1,145 i.,O43 $1

Welfare
Percent receiving any 1.1% .9% 4.3% .9%

Mean, those receiving any $1,270 $1,386 $1,600 8895

Vocational Rehabilitation
Percent receiving any .3% .9% 1.6%

Mean, those receiving any $756 $ $784 $1 25

Other
Percezt receiving env 7.6% 3.3% 1.97

Mean, those recei ing any $730 $609 $677 $1,079

al Benefits
Percent receiving any 12.5% 17.3% 24.5% 13.9%

Mean, those receiving any $1,324 $1,623 $1,835 $1,535

Mean, all respondents 5165 $281 $450 $213

al Family Contribution and Financial

The contributions from parents spouse, savings, and benefits combine
to form the total family contribution which, when deducted from the
student expense budgets reported in Chapter IV produce the average
financial need. As might be expected, the largest need is at the
Independent Colleges. The total family contribution for Independent
College students is $2,355, or 49.9 percent of the total budget, and
their average need was $2,369. At the State Colleges the need was the

next highest. Family contribution for State College students amounted
to $1,340 (41.6 percent of the budget) and need was an average of

$1,388. At the University the family contribution was $1,621 (58.8
percent of budge:) and need $1 136. At the Community Colleges the
family contribution was $1,400 (representing 56.8 percent of the
budget) and need $1,064.
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Yor Whire students the family contribution of SL:20 made up 56.j
percent of the total budget resulting in a need :hat averaged $1,33O.

srudg'!n.t-c3 rhe c-qrTly conribut=on avcra'f-e-' si,9n
(only 38.1 percent of the budget) and need averaged $1,930. For
Puerto Rican students the family contribution was an average of
(7.0 borcent of the budget) and need $1,599.

The tables on the follo,..-ing page summarf- the family contribution and
determination of financial need by segment and racial/ethnic sroup.

TABLE V-12

Surr-ary of Family Contribution and Financial Need

Bv Segment

Univ. S.C. C.C.

Avetago Budget 52,757 $2,728 52,464 54,724

Less
Pareot contribution 5928 $589 $423 $1,642

Spouse contribution 132 126 174 84

Savings 396 344 353 416

BeneIits 165 281 450_ 213

Total $1-,6-2-1 1,340 $1,400 52,355

(Percent budget) (58.8%) (49.1) (56.8% ) (49.9%)

F1nancial need $1,388 $1,064 $2,369



TAnE 1,7-13

Cat t.ni _bution arid

Ra ..7/Ethnic Crc

-;

Black Puerto Rican

Ave bu get,

contribu

$3,0'6

_34

$3,120

$40?

,015

$597

Spouse contribution 151 151 151

Savings 407 144 27'1

BP_nefits 7 8

Total 720 $1,190 $1,4

(Percent of budge (55.32) (38_1:) (47.0%)

Financ al need SI,336 $1,9.°..v) $1,599

The students en oiled in New Jerscy cileges and universitis make substantial
contributions toward ttleir educa nital expenses and they receive a consid-

erable amount of suppont for their education from their families. This

chapter has Cescribed zhe contabutione, of parents, conrr:butions from the

students' savings from --,Immer and term-time emplpyment, and contributions
which accrue to siudents and their f?milies in te form of educational

benefits.

The average parental contribution per fu student is $851 per year.

When the average parental contribution is calculated for just the 70

percent of all students who receive support from their parents, the

figure increases EP $1,247. The parents of Independent College students

make the largest average contributions, $1,642. Students at the State

Colleges and Community Colleges receive significantly less support from

their parents, primarily because thelr parents are unable to afford larger

contributions and because many of these students are older, married, or

otherwise independent of parental support.

By the CSS need analysis system standards, the system most commonly used

by financial aid programs and administrators in New Jersey, the- parents

of White students and of Black students are contributing slightly less

than expected for their financial circumstances. The same statement is

true for the parents of students at publicly-supported colleges. How-

ever, these "under-contributions" are quite likely due to the fact that

many students are attending institutions where total cost- are less than the
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maximum ex_ from parents. hen the amount of CSS eNpected contr
butions are ar2ater than the actual cost of the institution vhich the
student atten th necessary pa -1 contribution mav be less than

'SS theoretical expectation .

Almost 9 percent i married students receive substantial centribli-

tions toward their eduLaclon from their spouse's emplo ent. The
typical married student received 51832 from his or her spouse for
education- expenses.

Students t e- -elves contributed significant amounts of money from savings,
summer and term-time employment- Almost 83 percent of the students were
able to work and earn money during the school year and/cr summer period.
Their average earnings were $1105. Almost half of the students, .(5.9
percent, were able to make a contribution from these earnings toward
their education. Their average contribution was $690,

Approximately 17 percent of the students received some form of educat'- al
honefirs from the Veterans Administration, Social Secu Administratio
a welfare bureau, a vocational rehabilitation agency, or some other aaency.

The most frequent sou ce of educational benefits was the Social Security
Administration. Over 7.3 percent of the students received benefits from
this source. The average amount was $1,126. The Veterans Administration
provided benefits to 6.5 percent of tne students. The average amount
was $2,295. There were no maior differences in the amounts of awards
from each source received by the students at the different types of iristi
tutuions. However, the Community College students were more likely than
other students to re eive educational benefits from all sources.

The average total contr button from the student and family amounts to
just over 50 percent of the average student budget across all students
and institutuional types. The family contributions range from 49 percent
of the budget at State Colleges to 59 percent at the University.

After all the total family contributions are applied toward the costs
at the different institutions, the remaining financial need totals an
estimated $215.3 million, or $1,496 per student. The estimated totals
by institutional types are: $27.1 million at the State University, $.69.7

million at the State Colleges, $38.3 million at the Community Colleges,
and$80,2 million at the Independent Colleges.

6 7
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CHAPTER VI

THE AVAILABLE, STUDENT AIL

The final tables in the preceeding Chapter calculated the financial
need of the students at the different segments and in the different
cial/ethnic groups. To meet those needs there are available a

variety of student aid programs from federal, state, institutional,
and private sources. In addition, many students have access to
part-time employment in the community during the school year. This
Chipter rcports on the student aid reported by the respondents as
available to meet their expenses. In reviewing the information in
this section a number of :::-.aution,s must be kept in mind:

I. In spite _f efforts at simplification, the language of
student aid is confusing even to the program administrators.
The Student Resource Survey asks the respondents to indicate
in considerable detail the specific sources from which their
aid came. While it is likely (although not certain) that
students can distinguish with accuracy between grants, loans,
and employment it is not as likely that they can make the fine
distinctions between different sources of the same type of

aid. During the time when these data were collected there
were at least five federal scholarship and grant programs
available, two state-funded scholarship programs, and at
least three federal loan programs. It seems likely that
_he student's ability to distinguish between them is less

rhan complet

The materials in this section will focus on the total amount'z
reported as received by students from the different types of
aid programs (grant, loan, and employment) with less emphasis

on the sub-types. Distributions of the sub-types will be pro-
vided in tl-w Appendices but they should be interpreted with

care.

2. The amounts reported by students represent estimates of

the amounts that they will have available for the total acae ic

year. In reporting employment particularly the students may

ove or under-estimate their true earnings. Further, it can

not he determined if the amounts reported are gross or net

amo nts. 6 8



3. The fi ancial ass istance reported by the students i rot

limited to that which they receive through the financial aid
offices at the institutions--or even the Scholarship Cordmission
in the case of State awards . It is likely that what is reported
here as available student aid will not agree with the records
of the financial aid offices. In the case of State awards it
is likely that there are a number of students reporting grants
that they received from other states, like Pennsylvania, which
permit grant recipients to attend an out-of-state institution.

One of the major problems in the administration of student financial
aid in New Jersey, and all the United States, is that many students
lack information about the many different types and sources of aid
available to them. Due to lack of information, many needy students
fail to apply for aid. The Survey asked two questions about student
applications for aid. Before exarnining the amounts of aid students
received, it will be helpful to briefly describe those students who
applied and did not apply for aid from programs administered by their
colleges and by the State of New Jersey.

Students at Independent Colleges are more likely to have applied for

and received financial aid from their institution or Federal programs

administered by their institutions. Over half of the Independent College
students applied for aid arid over 81 percent of those who applied re-
ceived aid. University students were next most likely to apply for
aid, 47.7 percent having done so in this past academic year. However,

only 62.4 percent of those who applied received aid. Over 30 percent

of the aid applicants were told they were ineligible for assistance.

There were no significant differences between percentages of students
who applied for or r-ceived aid at State Colleges 01 Community Colleges.
Table VI-1 displays the student responses regarding aid applications

by the different institutional types .

TABLE VI-1

Responses to, "Did You Apply for Financiali. Aid
at Your Institution for This Academic Year?"

By Segment

Response Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

No 5 2 . 3% 58.8% 61.6% 46.4%

Yes, and Aid Was Granted 29.8 27.1 26.5 43.6

Ye5, but Was Ineligible 1 4.7 12.3 10.2 8.8

undE Were Unavai lable 3.2' 1.8 1.7 1.2
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There are no readily available explanations from the data to account
for the lower rate of applications at the State Colleges. As only
23.3 percent of the Community College students were identified by the
SRS analysis as having financial needs of more than $400, the smaller
percentage at those institutions is reasonably accounted for. Most
Community Coll( students have little or no financial need as measured
by the CSS standard. Furthermore, the Community Colleges' aid programs
are much more limited in number and scope than those of other colleges.
But the percentage of needy students at the State Colleges is much
higher than at the Community Colleges.

Nearly the same percentage of students at the Un versity and the State
Colleges have needs calculated to be in excess of $400, 37.1 percent
as compared to 36.0 percent. Therefore, it is difficult to account
for the difference in rates of application for aid among State College
students and students at the University and the other institutional
types.

The lower rates of application at the State Colleges may in some cases
be related to the larger numbers of older and married students at these
institutions. Perhaps they are less likely to know about or believe
they might qualify for financial assistance from their institutions.

Significantly more Black studenta and Puerto Rican stpdents than White
students applied for and received financial assistance. This is very

likely due to the fact that larger percentages of the minority students
come from low-income families. Their rates of application are shown
in Table VI-2.

TABLE VI-2

Responses to, "Did You Apply for Financial Aid
at Your Institution for This Academic Year?"

By Racial/Ethnic Group

Response White Black Puerto Rican

No
Yes, and Aid Was Granted
Yes, but Was Ineligible
Yes, but Funds Were Unavailable

57.8%
27.7
12.6
2.2

21.5%

66.8
8.9
2.8

32.9%
61.2
5.9

0.0

As expected, and is desirable, the lo er the student's family income, the

more likely he or she applied for and received financial assistance from

his or her institution. Paterns of applications for financial aid by

family incomes are displayed in Table F-1.
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The students who were New Jersey residents were asked if they had
applied for financial aid from one of the State's scholarship or grant
programs. About one out of every four residents at the University,
the State Colleges, and the Independent Colleges applied for a state
grant. Only one mit of eight Community College -tudents applied for
a State grant.

The student's reasons for not applying varied by types of institutions
they attended. Students at the University and the Independent Colleges
were more likely than other students to have believed their family in-
comes were tJo high to qualify for aid. Nearly half of these students
cited this as their reason for not applying for aid. Students at the

State Colleges were less likely, 38.5 percent, to cite their higher
family incomes as their reason for failing to apply for aid. Only one
out of four Community College studentssaidtheir family income was too
high to qualify for aid. However, nearly one out of four Community
College students and State College students said that their reason for
not applying was that they "did not know about the scheglkirship programs.

?,
After "high income" and "unawareness," the next moste-OmMon reason for
not applying was that the students "did not need a scholarship to afford
the college they wanted to attend." A large percentage of State College
students said they failed to apply for State aid because they "didn't
plan to attend college when they graduated from high school." These

data, along with data on State College students' applications to their
institutions, indicate that State College students are less likely to
Ar,PlY fer aid because they don't know about the aid programs or th,,?y

!Linalize plans for collegQ attendance too late to apply for aid. The

reasons for not applyiP f aid 4re displayed in Table V1-3.

TABLE VT-3

Ap _Icari ns for State Financial Aid

By Segment

Un v. S.C. C.C. I.C.

Percentage of Residents Applying 25.3% 24.7% 12.4% 25.6%
Percentage of Residents Not Aoplying 74.7%% 75.3% 87.6% 74.4%

Of IlLoie_ Not Applying, Reasons For

Unaware of State Programs
High School Advised He Not To Apply
Believad Grades Were Too Poor
Believed Income Was Too High
Missed the Application Deadlino
Failed to Take the S.A.T.
Didn't Plan to Attend College
Did Not Need Financial Aid

12.47. 23.3% 24.77. 17.9%
2.4 1.4 2.4 4.6

4.8 6.3 10.4 7.2

55.0 38.5 24.1 46.2

3.1 3.8 2.6 1.3

0.3 0.1 1.1 0.0

6.2 10.4 15.1 7.9

15.8 16.3 19.5 14.9
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Only slightly more Black students and Puerto Rican students than White
students applied for financial aid from the State's programs. The
minorit racial/ethnic group members were much more likely than White
student- to cite an unawareness of State programs as their reason for
not appl ing for aid, 39 percent as compared to 16.4 percent. Whitz,

.students were more likely to have not applied because they thought
their family income was too high. The patterns of aid applications by
racial/ethnic groups are shown in Table V1-4.

TABLE V1-4

Applications for State Financial Aid

By Racial/Ethnic Groups

White Black Puerto Rican

Percentage of Residents Applying 21.9%
Percentage of Residents Not Applying 78.1%

OfThoses For Not Applying

28.1%
71.9%

28.6%

Unaware of State Programs 16.4% 39.1% 38.9%

High School Advised Me Not To Apply 2.4 3.5 0.0

Believr-] Grades Were Too Poor 6.9 6.1 5.6

Believ, income Was Too High 44.5 13.9 36.1

Missed the Application Deadline 2.9 3.5 2.8

Failed to Take the S.A.T. 0.3 1.7 2.8

Didn't Plan to Attend College 9.3 21.8 8.2

Did Not Need Financial Aid 17.3 10.4 5.6

As one of the primary purposes of the State's programs is tIO make aid

available to low-income and the neediest students, it is important to
examine the reasons students gave for not applying for financial aid
from the State by their family incomes and calculated financial needs.
There were no available data to indicate what percentage of students

th different levels of need or from different family incomes applied

for aid. This is becauT the SRS does not identify residency by need

or income. However, regardless of the rates of application from needy
students, there is evidence to indicate that many needy students do

not apply for aid because they are unaware of the State's programs or

for some other reason. As financial need, as internally calculated
by the SRS analyses, increases, students who did not apply for state

aid'are. more likely to cite an unawareness of the programs as their

primary reason for not applying. Over 42 percent of the students from

families with incomes of less than $9,000 who failed to apply for financial

aid indicated they were unaware of the State progrvJE. Nearly one-third

of tho students with financial needs in excess of $2,500 who failed to

apply for State aid said they were unaware of the programs.
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While the percentages are quite small, less than 5 percent in most
intervals, there is indication that lowee income and higher need
students who did aot apply for State aid fait,-(1 to apply because
advice from high school teachers or counselors.

Almost onc-third of the students who failed to apply and had caleulated
needs in excess of $1,500 said they thought their family incomes were
too high to permit them to qualify for aid. By family incomes, almost
14 percent of the students who failed to apply and had family incomes
of less than $9.000 said they believed their incomes were too high to
qualify for aid. Students from these families were also likely to have
not applied because they had not planned on attending college. Over 17

percent gave this reason for not applying. The reasons students of
different needs gave for not applying are displayed in Table F-2.
Reasons hy students' family income are in Table F-3.

It is apparent from the data that a large number of students who would
qualify for aid from the State's programs fail to apply for aid from

them. Furthermore, the data indicates a lack of awareness of the prrj-

grams and a lack of knowledge of their criteria for eligibility among

students who could be expected to benefit from them. This lack of

knowledge appears to extend to the high school personnel who are advising

students. It seems clear that rwre needy students would benefit from
institutional, institutionally-based, and. State aid programs if infor-

mation about them were more broadly and accurately disseminated.

Schola _hija_and Grant Assistance

The federal Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program, established
by the Congress in 1972, is intended to be the foundation on which

all other Federal, state, institutional, and private aid programs

should rest. It guarantees a certain amount of assistance to all
students as a matter of right regardless of where they live or what

nstitution they plan to attand. The program also provided for hor

zontal and vertical equity in Ihe treatment of students: those coming

from similar economic circumstances would,-be treated equally and thosu

from different economic circumstances would be treated differently.

To date, the Program has not been an unqualified Success, suffering

from under-funding and under-utilization. The data collected in tho

Student Resource Survey permits projections to be made which approx-

imate the eligibility index of the BEOG Program under a variety of

conditions. According to the data provided by the students, about

19 percent of the respondents would have been eligible under full-

funding conditions. Considerably higher percentages of non-White
students (48.9 percent of the Black students and 44.2 percent of the

Puerto Rican students) would have been eligible than would White

students (15.4 percent eligible). Under the present eligibility

rules (1974-75 academic year) just over one student in ten (10.5

percent) in the respondent group would have been eligible. About

one White student out of twenty (5.2 percent of the White respondents)

and about three out of ten of the non-White students (31.3 percent

of the Black students and 30.2 percent of the Puerto Rican students)

would have been eligible under the present regulations.
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According to the student reports, however, only 72.3 percent of the
-tudents who appear to be eligible for BEOG under the present guide-

lines have received awards for the current year. At the University,

7.4 percent of the respondents indicated that they had received a

Basic Grant, in an average amount of $570. At the State Colleges

7.2 percent had received a BEOG in an average of $566. A slightly

higher percentage of Community College respondents, 8.9 percent, had

received Basic Grants (probably due to the limitation of present-
year eligibility to freshmen and sophomores) with the average $575.

At the Independent Colleges 7.5 percent of the respondents said they

had Basic Grants in an average amount of $661.

The following table summarizes present-year participation in the

Basic Grant Program by students at the different segments. Table F-4

provides the complete distribution of Basic Grant awatds by segment.

TABLE VI-5

Summary of Basic Grants

By Segment

Univ. S C. C.C. I.C.

Percent reporting any 7.4%

Mean, recipients only $570

7.2% 8.9%

$566 $575 $661

7.5%

The Student Resource Survey also asks students to report the amounts

they received from non-resident tuition waivers, state scholarships

and grants, federally-funded Supplementary Educational Opportunity

Grants, institutional scholarships and grants, and other types of

grant aid. The table on the following page summarizes the percent

of students at the different segments who reported receiving assis ance

from each of these programs. Tables F-5 through F-10 provide deta led

distributions for each of the different types of grant programs by

segment.

It was nottO that students have difficulty in identifying the sources

or programs which provided them aid and, consequently, caution should

be applied when comparing differences in patterns of aid reeipients

among different groups.

The differences in means of grant awards to students at the different

institutions are not, in most cases, statistically significant. The

differences in means among institutional types for tuition waivers,

Basic Grants and awards from "other Federal programs" are not

7 4
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TABLE VI-6

Summary Participation in Different Grant Programs

By Segment

Univ, S.C. C.C. I .0

Non-resident tuition waiver
Percent receiving any .7% 1.3% 4.W: .b,

Mean, recipients only $482 $347 $'64 :A61

State scholarship
Percent receiving any 25.3% 21.8% U.3% 2IL9Z

Mean, recipients only $569 $437 $522 $9_)d

S.E.O.G.
Percent receiving any 4.6% 2.9% 2.1% 2.0Z

Mean, recipients only $386 $361 $400 $643

Institutional scholarships
Percent receiving any 0.2% 1.4% 2.8% 22.4%

Mean, recipients only $451 $383 $420 $1,248

Other federal grants
Percent receiving any
Mean, recipients only

Other scholarships or grants
Percent receiving any
Mean, recipients only

2.0% 1.3% 2.1% 1.4%

$635 $495 $907 $863

8.7% 54% 42% 9.0%

$539 $417 $714 $996

7 5
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statistically significant at the .05 level. The differences in means
for students at public institutions who received SEW; awards, s'i-

tutional awards, and "other scholarship grants" are not statistically
significant.

Students at Independent Colleges r-ceive statistically significantly
larger awards than other students from State grants, their institutions,
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants, and "other scholarship
grants," presumably from private sources independent of institutional
control, e.g., church and civic associations, alumni foundations,
businesses and industry.

Mean awards from State programs are statistically significantly
different between all institutions but the State Colleges and Community
Colleges. The mean State awards to students at these two institutions
do not vary enough to be statistically significant. Mean awards to
University students are slightly higher.

When all forms of grant assistance are combined, 37.7 percent ot
University students had received an average of $773. That amount pro-
rated over all University respondents provided a contribution of $292
to the total resources. At the State Colleges fewer respondents had
received any form of grant, with 31.9 percent receiving an average
of $580. That pro-rates tc) $185 per State College student. The

Community Colleges had the smallest percentage of respondents indicating
any grant (even though they had the highest percentage of respondents
receiving BEOG), with only 25.4 percent receiving any. That averaged
$779 for recipients and $198 for all respondents. The highest incidence
of grant receipt was at the independent Colleges, where 43.1 percent
received an average of $1,487, or a pro-rated contribution to total
resources of $641. The table on the following page provides the complete
distribution of grant assistance by segment.

When g ants from all sources are considered and combined, the average
awards to Community College and University students are basically the
same. State College students receive sigrificantly less grant dollars
than studes at other types ofcolleges.1 Independent College students

receive significantly more grant dollars than other students.

There were c_nsiderable differences in the participation in grant
programs by students in the different racial/ethnic groups. Just

under one-third (32.5 percent) of the White students reported any
grant, with the average for recipients $794 and the pro-rated average

$258. Nearly twice as large percentages of Black students (63.5
percen ) and Puerto Rican students (62.8 percent) reported receiving
grants. The average amounts to non-White students were also much
larger, $1,353 for Black recipients and $1,435 for Puerto Rican
recipients. That provided a pro-rated contribution to resources of
$860 for Black students and $901 for Puerto Rican students. The full

distribution of grant recipients by racial/ethnic group is provided

in Table F-11.

1_
Over 7,000 State College students received a grant of $185 under the tuition
remission p ogram run by the state. It is possible that the grant was not
reported by students due to the questionnaire format.

7 6
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Distribu ion

TABLE V1-7

Total Scholarships and Grants
including BEOG)

By Segment

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

None 62.3% 68.1% 74.6% 56.9%

Of those report g any
$1 to $200 17.8% 31.2% 12.2% 5.2%

$201 to $400 8.8 9.4 20.9 7.1

$401 to $600 26.6 26.0 23.6 9.0

$601 to $1,000 20.5 19.2 22.8 19.5

$1,001 to $1,500 14.7 7.6 7.1 17.2

$1,501 to $2,000 6.3 3.5 7.9 14.8

$2,001 to $2,500 3.2 1.5 1.6 12.4

$2,501 to $3,000 1.0 1.1 .4 4.7

$3,001 and Above 1.0 .4 3.6 10.1

Mean, those reporting any $773 $580 $779 $1,487

Meah, all resvidents $292 $185 $198 $641

oan Assistance

The students were asked what amounts they had borrowed from the

National Direct Student Loan Program (NDSL); other federal programs

such as the Law Enforcement Education Program (LEEP), Nursing, and

Health Professions Loans; the Federally-Insured Student Loan Pro-

gram (Frn) or loans from the State's Guaranteed Student Loan

Program; institutional long-term loans; and other sources of loans.

The following table sommarizes their participation in these programs.

Tables F-12 through F-16 provide distributions for each individual

program.

At the University, over one-quarter of the resp dents (27.1 percent)

indicated that they had some current borrowing. The average for those

who had borrowed was $1,011, or $273 pro-rated over all respondents.

At the State Colleges just over two out of ten respondents (20.1

percent) had borrowed an average of $1,122. That represented $233

for all respondents. At the Community Colleges just over one in ten

(11.9 percent) had borrowed. The average loan was $1,145 or a pro-

rated average of $136. The highest percentage of students who had

borrowed was at the Independent Colleges, 36.9 percent, where the

average loan for recipients was $1,306 and the contribution to the

total resources of all respondents from loans was $482.

VI-10
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TABLE V1-8

Summary of Participation in Different Loan Programs

By Segment

1v. S.C. C.C, I.C.

N.D.S.L.
Percent reporting any
MeziA, recipients only

LEEP, klcaith, and Nursing
Percent reporting any

13.2%

$581.

1.1%

7.4%

$547

.9%

3.1L

$492

1.5%

14.2%

$703

.6%

-ean, recipients only $755 $600 $743 $1,192

F.I.S.L.

Percent repor g any 11.0% 11.1% 5.4% 18.5%

Mean, recipie only

f_titutional
ercent reporting any

$1,313

.9%

$ ,309

.6%

$1,134

1.4%

$1,468

2.5

Mean, recipients only

e-

$911 $872 $732 $817

Percent reporting any 3.9% 2.6% 3.9% 4.4%

Mean, recipients only $874 $1,074 $1,042 352

As with grants, mean loan amounts by program sources of loans were
generally not statistically significantly dIfferent among students
at different types of institutions. There were no significant
differences in mean LEEP, Health, and Nursing loans or Institutional
loans among students by segments. Among students at publicly
supported instititions, there were no statistically significant
differences tn means for loans from each program or in total.
Independent College students, however, received significantly larger
National Direct Student loans, Federally insured Student Loans,
loans from other sources, and total loans. This is expected as

costs at Independent Colleges are considerably higher than those

at public institutions.

As with grants, there were differences in the participation in loan
programs by students in the different racial/ethnic groups. Among

White students 23.2 percent had borrowed, among Black students
43.2 percent, and among Puerto Rican students 30.2 percent. The mean
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Distrihut

TABLE VI-9

1 Cur ent Borrowing

By Segment

Univ. S.C. C.C. 1.C.

those reporting any
$1. tO $200

72.9%

5.1%

79.2%

2.7%

88.1%

13.4% 2.3%
$201 to $400 15.7 11.1 13.4 4.5

$401 to $600 13.8 15.4 16.0 11.3
$601 to $1,000 27.1 27.5 14.3 28.1

$1,001 to $1,500 17.9 18.1 14.3 23.3
$L,50L to $2,000 11.1 13.4 13.4 14.5
$2,001 to $2,500 5=7 5.0 4.2 8.3

$2,501 to $3,000 .9 2.3 4.2 2.5

$3,001 and Above 2.6 4.3 6,6 5.4

Mean, those reporting any $1,011 $1,122 $1,145 $1 306

Mean, did respondents $273 $233 $136 482

loan to White students was $ ,148, to Black students $1,026, and to
Puerto Rican students $840. Those averages pro-rated to contributions
to total resources of $266 for White students, $443 for Black students,
and $254 for Puerto Rican students. While there are major and
significant differences in the percentages of students from the different
racial/ethnic groups who borrowed money for college, the differences
in means of total lpans to the students are not statistically
significant at the .05 level. Members of minority groups are mo e
likely to borrow money for educational purposes, but the average
annual loans are not significantly different. The full distribution
of borrowing by racial/ethnic group is presented in Table F-17.

Ter ment

Income from employment during the term was the most frequently reported

form of student aid. At the University more than half of the students
worked during the academic year and averaged 13.7 hours of employment
per week. At the State Colleges about two-thirds worked, with the
average hours per week among this group 17.7. At the Community
Colleges just under two-thirds worked an av-i:rage of 19.5 hours per

week. At the Independent Colleges more than six in ten worked an
verage of 13.3 hours. 7 9
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TABLE 10

Distribution of Hour of le -Time Work

By Segment

Univ. 1.C.

None 43.37.

1 to 5 hours .5 4.3 11.9

6 tu 10 hours 11.8 10.9 7.0 13,1

11 to 15 hours 11.9 11.6 11.9

to 20 hours 9.4 i6.3 15.8 9.4

to 25 hours 4.1 8.7 9.9 4.7

o 30 hours 1.9 5.0 5.7 2.8

31 hours or mo 2.8 7.3 10.3 2.9

Mean hours: Those ked 13.7 17.7 19.5 13.3

Any

There were no statIstically significant differences in the average
hours worked per week by independent College Students or University
students. The University students, however, were more likely to

work than Independent College students. The differences in mean

hours worked by students among the other types of institutions
are significant.

There were smaller differen,--es in percentages of students working in
the different raoial/ethnic groups than there were in participation

in grant or loan programs. Black students had the smallest percentage
who worked, 50.8 percent, but worked the longest average work-week,
18.2 hours; 52.3 percent of the Puerto Rican students worked an
average of 14.2 hours; and 58.3 of the White students worked an

average of 15.7 hours. The complete dEstribution of hours of work
by racial/ethnic group is shown in Table F-18,

All of the differences in mean hours wo ked by students of different
racial/ethnic membership are stattstically significant. It should he

noted, however, that the SRS question about hours worked refers

to hours in a part-time job. When the data on total income from
all term-time employment are explained (see Table VI-13), there are
no significant differences in the percentages of White, Black, or

Puerto Rican students who reported earnings from term-time employment.

It would appear that about 9 percent or the Black students have jobs

they consider full-time wh;le they are students. Over 6 percent _f

the White students and Puerto Rican st dents appear to have jobs

they consider as full-time.

80
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The following Lob1f summarizes the participation of students in the
different roranis of term-time employment. Individual distributions
for each of the programs are shown in Tables F-19 through F-21.

TABLE VI-11

Summary of Participa ion in Different Employm nt programs

Segment

Univ. C.C. LC.

College Work-Study
Percent reporting any
Mean, recipients only

Assistant ships.

Percent reporting any
Mean, recipients only

6.0%

$491

1.3%
$777

9.3%
$552

2.9%

$688

9.5%
$551

3.2%
$708

10.9%
5528

3.5%

$426

Other on campus work
Percent reporting any 12.6% 6.7% 5.1% 23.6%

Mean, reLipients only $449 $478 $744 $404

Other employment
Percent reporting any 43.3% 62.5% 61.3% 45.2%

Mean, recipients only $1,055 $1,389 $1,335 $1,095

81
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TABLE V1-12

Distribution of Total Term-Time Employment

By Segment

Univ. S.C. C,C. I.C.

None 42.2% 27.4% 31.5% 31. %

Of those reporting any
$1 to $200 20,7% 12,4% 12.6% 20,4%

$201 to $400 15.5 12.3 12.0 13.6

$401 to $600 14.7 11.6 11.5 17.1

$601 to $1,000 17,9 17.6 16.8 16.9

$1,001 to $1,500 9.9 11.7 14.7 10.3

$1.501 to $2,000 7.2 9.7 6.4 7,4

$2,001 to $2,500 4.2 5.8 5.4 4.7

$2,501 to $3,000 3.5 5.0 5.0 3.4

$3,001 and Above 6.4 14.0 15.6 6,1

Mean, those reporting any $938 $1,299 $1,315 $941

Mean, all respondents $542 $944 $900 $647

TABLE V1-13

Distribution of Total Term- ime Employment

By Raclal/F-hnic Croup

White Black Puerto Rican

None

Of those ru,:- ing any

$1 to $206

34.9

17.4%

40.7

15.9%

41.9

20.0%

$201 to $400 13.3 19.0 24.0

$401 to $600 13.1 15.4 20.0

$601 to $1,000 17.9 9.7 16.0

$1,001 to $1,500 11.6 8.7 10.0

$1,501 to $2,000 7.9 6.7 --..-

$2,001 to $2,500 5.1 1.5 4.0

$2,501 to $3,000 4.2 3.6 _ ..

$3,001 and Above 9.4 19.4 6.0

Mean, those reporting any $1,097 $1,251 $730

Mean, all respondents $713 $741 $424

V1-15
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There were no significant differences in the percentages of State
College and Community College students who participated in the
College Work-Study Programs. Significantly fewer University and
significantly more Independent College students participated in
the CWSP. There were no significant differences in the mean awards
to .tudent.:; at the diferent typos of institutions.

Public college students were more likely than Independent College
students to receive larger mean amounts from assistantships, but
there were no differences in means among the public college student
amounts.

White significantly fewer State College and Community College students
worked in other on-campus jobs than University or independent College

the only 61;nificant differences between mean amounts
'4ere between the Community College amounts and those received by ()tiler

students.

The percentages of State College and Community College students who
worked in "other employment" arc not significantly different. The

mean amounts cf.- earned are not significantly different. While
significantly more Independent College students than University
students worked in "other employment," the mean amounts they earned
are not significantly different. State College and Community College
students earned significantly more than University or independent

College students.

For all work combined, University and Independent College students
earned significantly less than State College and Community College

students. Virtually the same percentage of State College, Community
Col I.eg-e, and Independent College students reported receiving income

frem term-time work. Fewer University students than other students

reiri,rfod receiving income f-o.: term-time employment.

For all wArk combined, Black students earned significantly more than

White students or Puerto Rican s(udents. This is very likely due to

the higher percentage of Black students who appear to he working

in luil-time jobs while attending college.

Aid and. Unmet._ Need or Surplus

Tie following table summarizes the pro-rated contribution of each of

the fotms of student aid to meet the needs of students in the different

sogments. At the Uai.,;ecsity the total aid amounted to$1,107 hich

was $2') less than the need of those students. At the State Colleges

tl:: total aid was $1,362, or $26 less than need. At the Community

(Alleges student aid totaled $1,234, and exceeded average need by $170.

At the Independent Colleges aid totaled $1,770, and was $599 less

than the average need for these students. The table on the following

page provides the same analysis by racial/ethnic group. For White
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students aid toLaLed $1,237 a d was 599 lss than average o.-ed.

The Black students received a total of $2,044 in aid, which ao,:atifl

tcl $114 more -Lhan their averT4e need. Puerto Rican students
a total w= ';1,:79, $20 less than their neeC,.

TA81,E

Summary of Studklmt Aid

8y Segment

and grant

1.L.1:1S

employment

i=otal student aid

Fi_natwial need

:),4.:_cit (Surplus

Univ. SG.

S292 S18)

273 233

rf t44

SI98

136

si00 647

:;, I ,10 i 81,362

1.,06

$1,234

1 064
i_____

-) i,
_

':-599$29 $26 (S170)

TABLE V1-15

Summary of Student Aid

By Racial/Ethnic Group

UH1TE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Sf-h6lanqhip and grant $ 258 S 860 $ 901

LO;In 266 443 254

ierm-;.IMO employment 713 741 424

Total student aid $1,237 $2,044 $1,579

Financial need J036 1 930 1,599

Deficit (Surplus) $ 99 ($ 114) 20

VI-17
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In reviewing these defieits and surpluses, it must hL remer_bered
that the data presented here represent an estimation if whot will
he receive during the course of the atsademic year. Students have
opportunities to work more, and thereby increase resources, or to
work less, and thereby decrease rosource, as the year ends in order
to make the budget "balance." it also should be kept in mind that
the summary data are averages of a wide range of amourts and
cominatioris of aid and need. As mrh, tho'-= onP! renreentet
of "tvpic" patterns at the institutions and amoncl,
different racialiethnic ,f,rouns.

half of the stl,dents in New jersey colleges and universities,
7 ;,._.rc,,nt, from their institutions.

one-third of the students, 31.6 percent, receiv2d some form
Hd flma their institutions.

Only one in Nt=.w Jersey resilents, 21.6 percent, apiil_ed for
aid from one of the State's scholarship or grant programs. Less
than 20 percent of the Now Jersey residents are estimated to have
received a State grant or scholarship. (This estimate, however, is
based on :-.11e respons,4 oi studen,:s and not the records of the State
proram.) The t-'40 cited rasons for not applying
for cici from the Sta!- ,:ograms were, "I did not know about the
scholarship pragrams,' "I thought that my family's income was
such that I tvouldn't quH=ify."

1

While the data or2 not precise, there is evidence to indicate that
at least one otn. every five students with need in excess of $400
per year did not etdly for aid from either cheir ittitutions or the
Sfate. Regardless of the precision of the estimate, the evidence is
clear that hroader, more accurate dissemination of student financial

is rleeded in New Jersey if more reedy students are to

,erved 1):,' tie miny JIrent aid programs.

Independent student receive significantly more grant a.,Id

seholarship dol.ars from ill sources combined than do students at
other type ot iistitutions. They also receive larger grant awards.

trom their list_H.utiow-,,, the State, Federa program, and

othcr pritiate s,nrce Liein do other students.

Whtle Univrsity students arc more likely than State College or
6o1 ,tnity Cortege ,audents to reLeive ',2,rant award from their institu-
ti, , the SEOG program, and private sources, the mean amount of awards
from these sources are basically the same. The University students
J'e also more likely thin State College and Community College studentt:

to-, receive a grant. and a larger amount of rrIG: from a State program

When grants from ill smirces are combinej, LHorersity students arc
more likely to receive grant awards frOm some hource than other public

college students. However, the mean amounts to recipients at the

University and mmunity Golleges mre basically the same. The mean

grant amounts to Statc College students are signifi2antly lower than

those received by ether students.
8 5-
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The liverage total loan dol7ars received by New Jersey lox:,

recipients was abour. $1,153. While University students were
slightly more 7ikety than State College students and Comru '';
College :=3tudent,; Ler received a loan, the mean amount:. ,.es
recipient at the pubicly-supported institutions are basical_
Lhe qame. The reason zliat University students were more likely
to receive loans appears to be related to a greater student
participcicion in the National Direct Student Loan Program, the
instituticr.allv-hased Federal loan program,

.,7)endent College students received significantly larger
_n,fints of loans from all programs hut the LEEP, Health, and
Nursing programs, than students at other types of colleges.
Their combined total of loan dollers was larger than those
received by students et other collees.

Momhers of racial/ethn:i,:: minority groups are more likely than
White students to have -?orrowed money for college. Howewr, the
mean amounis of t)ans per recipi'.2nt among all groups are not
statistically significantly different.

Over two-thil',is of the students reported they earned money from
work during the academic year. An estimated 7 percent of the
srudents work at jobs they consider full-time. The average
F:tudent wTlo worked at a part-time job worked over 16 hours per
week. Community College students and State College students
who work worked mere huurs per week than either Independent College
or University students. Fewer University students than otudents
at the other colleges worked dr-ing the year. There are no
significant differences in the perc. ntages of students from the
different racial/ethnic c;roups who work the school year.
Ninority students, however, are more lik,ly to hold full-time
iobs while attending schcoi.

The average amount of money earned fr.)m c-floym,t ty students
vho worked was $1,152, :or all student, .%,_.ge earning

was $796. This amounts to total earning !;,114.C. million

for s.,Idents during the sehoo] year.

Black stJW:uts earned significantly more do:aars from emp ient

thal ihitr students or Th-erto Rican students.

The avera2e financial aid available from grants, loans, and work
exceeds the avorage financi I need at Community Colleges, The

average financial aid at the other types of colleges is less than

the average need. When the average deficit at these three
institutional types is multiplied by the enrollment, there is

a need for $26.5 million in additional financial aid to meet the

average student need. Approximately $19.3 million, or73 percent,
of this need fcr additional dollars is experienced by Independent

College students.

The next chapter will describe the different patterns of financing

education.

8 6
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C VI I

PATTERNS IN MEETING COLLEGE EXPENSES

There are probably as many different pattern :if meeting the expenPes

of postsecondary education as there are stuccnts enrolled in the state

of New Jersey. Some students will be dole to obtain all the resources
they nr;,ed from their parents and will not find it necessary to apply

for financial aid or work while in school. Others will lack any ppert

from their families and be ignorant of the opportunities for financial

aid from the inscitution they attend and consequently will finance tacit

eduodtieds from owd Probahly neithe7 of theso

extreme situations characterize many of the studeht3 presently fic,rolic:l

in Now Jersey. Only abeiL one quarter of the respondents (27.7 7ercent)

received no support frm- their parents or guardians, and of that group

27.2 percent ^ere marr-A and could look to their spous,,, for support

to replace that not r,Aved from the parents. Almost lwlf of rhc

respondents (49.0 int) reported that A received support fr m

one or another of th formal student aid , (excluding off-

campus employmeat :ovided by the State, , or institutiona.

ey,encics,

For most studen- pestsecondary education, then, dying for educational

expenses involv use of some combination of support from parents,
guaLiLuns or spc,:se; self-help in the form of savings from previous

employment, current borrowing, or term-time employment; and free money

in the form of scholarships, grants, or benefits. As the previods

OhapL,r indicated, these are combined into total resources which
closely approximate the costs of education. The largest total resources

.,'ere, as might be expected, at the Independent Colleges where the costs

of education were the highest, and lowst at Lir. Community Colleges

whore the costs were least. Non-White students, with greater needs,

had higher resources than did White students. But closer examination

of those resources and the places from which they are derive:, shows

many differences in patterns of financing.

Family .Con rihution

At all but the State Colleges, the family contribution made up more than

half of the total resources of the students. At the University nearly

six out °I Len dollars (59.4 percent of tno Lutal resources) came from

the family contribution. At the independent Colleges the family con-

tribution madi ip 57.1 pe, --.ent of che resources, at the Community

Colleges 53,2 percent5 an,i at the State Colleges 49.6 percent, The



,ffnec= and of the tamily eL.Tribution, varie-:

.'ociaorablv from segment to segment.

At the ineopendont College,;, the family contribution amounted ro an
ar"ruo, of 62.355, Parents and spouse nrovided nearly- three-grarters
(73.3 percent) of the family contribution, and the actual amount of
phreni/6puuse contribution. SI,726, was nearly three times as great
as that for stuuents at the Community Colieges and more than twice
as great as that frn students at the State Colleges. Although the

contribution from student savings at the Independent Colleges was
u smaller porcentag-2 of the total family oontribution than at an%

nbsplutp

,pltribution from savings at any of rile segments.

at thL Lniversitv received the largest percentage of tbeir
t_utai resources from the family contribution (59.4 percent). The

-tforts of parent and spouse made up nearly two-thirds iif the family
ion (63.4 percent of rhe total family contribution) and

s;rtiis from previous employment nearly one quarter (24.4 percent).
;ge Co:emunitv Collages the family contribution represented just

(53.2 percent) of the total resources. The parental con=

triha:ion, which av :=a?ed 5597, made up 42.6 percent of the total_
contributio;., savings from previous employ-t;nt (S353 average)

,.i.ade up 25.2 percent, and benefits 32.1 percent. The average con-
triution from benefits (S450) was nearly double that of the other
segment:3.

ihe State ,e!leges, where the total family ,,,oncribution made up
"0) smullest Frcent (49.6 percent) of the total resources, the

bait-Ital contribution represented 53.4 percent of the family contrihntion,
iavings from previous employment, 525.7 percent; and benefits,

The table on the following page presents the relative
onlributions to total resources at the different segments.

-Here was considerably more variation in the role of family contri-

i)-A;,e students in the different racill/ethnic groups. For

it- HT:ents Ole family contribution mtde up 58., percent of the
:c,(mrces, for Black students 36.:-) percent, and for Puerto

seudents 47.3 percent. ParentIspouse ontribution made up

t-1.1 perent of the total tamily cootribution for White students,
,,.3 percent f,ir Black students, and 52.5 percent 'or Puerto RiPin.
lhe obsolute amount of parental contribution For WI-lite students,

tias nearly double that of the Blacb students ($553) and

ncir:: 50 percent greater than that of the Puerto Ricans q748).
.onefits made up more than four out of every ten dollars of the
family cuntribut.ion for Black students and more than thre e out of

[en for Puerto Rican students.
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Table V11-I

Comparison of Total Family Contribution
By Segment

Univ. S.C. C.C. I.C.

Parent/spouse
Moan
Percent of TFC

SavIngs

Mean
Percent of TFL

Benefits
Mean
Percent of TFC

$1,060
65.4%

$396
24.4%

$U55
10.2%

Total Family Contribution $1,621
Percent 3f Total

Resources 59 . ,'75X

$715 $597 $1,726

53.4% 42.6% 73.3%

$344 $353 $416
25.7% 25.2Z: 17.7%

$281 $450 $213
20.9% 32.1Z 9.0%

,340 51,400 $2,355

49.6% 53.2% 57.1%

able V11-2

Comparison of lotal Family Cotribution
By Racial/Ethnic Group

Black Puerto Rican

Parent/spouse
Mean
Percent of iFC

:$1,085 $553 $746

Oi.i% 46.5% 52.8%

Savi,-gs

Mean $407 S144 $222

Percent 1FC 23.7% 12. 15.7%

Btnefits
Mean
Perc(

' of TFC

$228 $493 $446

13.2% 41.4% 31.5%

Total Family Contribution $1,720 $1,190 $1,416

Percent of Total
Resources 58.2% 36.8%

8 9



flotnur o: iv
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=Ivrf :inaa

fnLni. !r,nn ,narcfUuf.-,

aad

ParenL/ 6uaLILtS :oral

Lntveric,. 38.9 -3T, 6.07,

'.-;!,.,,fo Col:.o4o 26.5 . 10.4

Oo:.:%u7IlLy

inao7fon,i,,,nf= Collao 41.8 5,..

Th_7

Haci-J btudents 1/.1 4. 1 1P.2

Purfa Rican Sudents 2:).0 /.4 14.)

..fhoLlcsinip,i and gran1 ;;nii:o up 10.7 percent of LI,o

-csonr'ke!; 5t at the Cuiversi, t. percent at the

7.5 percent at trlic Community f.:,ollogos, and. 15.5 per,2ent.

idunt Colft!ges. The mean aount of grant at the Independent
mol-e than double that at the iiniversiLy and more thin

ti!!-t at the other t.1.4,1 puble segments. Among the Biack

,ts A. lia0 tllo lowest parental c.ontribution, grants averaged
::,o11 and made up 26.6 porcout of the total re[,,ources and 42.1 percinIL

motal ah:. For Puerto Mean students grants averaged $901,
! of otal resoarnes, and .:7.1 percent of total atd.

Wilite students thu rivLrar grant, $258, represented 8.7 percent

resoarees ar,C 20.9 percunL of tot;..1
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The c,,:ent of students receiving grants decreac,ed as famil : income

increased. Nearly two-thirds (67.5 percent) of the students from
the lowest income ;T:oup received scholarships or grants as compared
with 17.2 percent of students in the highest income interval. With

,-J:.c.eprion of the two highest income intervals, the mean grant

a...-.ount decreased as family income increased. The reason the mean

d at 7,he higher intervals is that a disproportionate number of
fro:. higher incore families attend Independent Colleges

nd mean grants are larger.COStS at,2

Distribution of Total Grant
By Pa-ental Income

Percent
Receiving Grant

Moan
J ant Amount

Under 62.5

$6,00:' to S8999 48.7 987

$9,000 to $11,999 46-6 793

912,000 to SI4,999 36.2 783

$15,0 to $17,999 30,3 927

918,000 and Above 17,2 890

It is interesting to note that the single independent students fared

well in terms of grants. While 35.0 percent of the dependent studen

received grants, 57.4 percent of the single independent students had

some grant. Married independent students fared less well, with only

27.7 percent receiving any grant. The mean grant amount for dependent

students was 9302, for single inderrAnt students 9685, and for

married independent students 926',

VII -5



Loans

Current borrovin6, represented percent of the total resLurces of

students at the University, and averaged $273. For students at the

State Colleges the average loan of $233 ,presented 8.6 percent ut

total resources; at the Community Colleges the average loan of $136

rcsourc:es; ar,c' at _b-, Collegs

avu,-ag (Dan of 324'it2 was 11.7 percent of the total.

i31aQk students relied most heavily on current borrowing as a means

of financing their educations. The Black students reported an aver-

=3.0 .3.1in of S4L3. ThaL a7.1ount renresented 13.7 percent of the total

,,po./r`:ea of the6e students. Puerto Rican students had the smalit.-st

avera loant and i.)rrawinc.; IT only 6.5 percenf of their

resources. Whit students reported an average loan of $266, whica

',7,1",-7; 9.0 i:ercent of their total resources. ans 7.ade ap the sanT

percentage o: total aid for Black and White students, 21.7 percent

and 21.5 percent respectively, and a smaller percent, 16.1 percent,

tor 'Puerto Rican students. Another indication of the heavy reliance

on borrowing as a means of L.nanding education for the Black students

L-an be seen in their total tang-term educational debt:

Table VTI-5

Total Lch,6,-Trm 1:),)t

Ractal/Lthnic

Any tong tom ,icht

Mcan for ;III respondents

Mack Puerto Rican

$1,207 $592

The percent of Black students who have any long-term debt is 77 percent

thr: for students and 40 percent higher than for Puerto

Rico,n students. Their mean total long-term debt is neari) twIce as

-,,2rear us for other students.

VII -6
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Indopend students also re.led more heavily on Icans them did depend-
ent students. early six out of tch (3b.5 porreht) uf the single
independent students had some long-term debt, with the average $1,l6.
More than four out of trn (41.6 percent) married independent students
had some long-term debt, with the averad,e nearly tilr= same as for the
single independent students, 51,132. Only 31.3 percent of the dependent
students had ohv long-term debt, with the average amount S6I6. Clearly,
the independent students borrow more frequently than do dependent stu-
dents and harrow larger amouhts in order to finance their educations.
fhe current borrowing (1974-75 academic year) of the single independent
studoats averaged 3453, of married independent students $330, and of

--ent stasents Sedo.

Alti6u,hgh the .H s( mt. of student, Lori:owing decreased as tparchtal ineome
increased, thy. ',Iechr_ of loans increase_i with income. Mori :Hin twice
AS uday st :cm families with incomes of less than -ad
so:AO etirr(:t (37.5 percent) as dld students from f;, .,--

incses- in cu.(css of S18,000 (16,1 port-ont) but the mcs ._ait to

borrowers from Che lowest income group was one-third 1,
of the highest thcome group borrowers:

Table VII-6

Comparison of Total Current Borrowing
Fiv Family Income

Percent
Borrowing

Mean Loan,
Recipients Only

Under $6,000 33.3% $902
56,000 to $8,909 25.0 898
$9,000 to $11,990 79.1 983
$12,000 to St4,999 28.4 1,I7H
$15,000 to 6l7,999 24.1 I, -)

$18,000 and Above 16.0 I,3u8

V11-7
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The smhJ.lest. percentage Jdents with ally longete- ,deht was at toe

rrnuo Collces, 21.1 --- and the Ctirnuulty College students

also had tae smallest mean debt, 5,693 fo oors -d $357 for 411

respondents. Independent College students included the largest per-
c:entac,e ol borrowers, 42.7 pel:cen and the largest mean debts, 52_

borrowrs and cJ4r " for all espondents. T.2 following table

cot -tera debt by LT-4,;-ment .

T151p V11-7

r tunIou ot
Seg

Long-t:rm Debt

iv. S.C. 1.C.

Of those ,:y7,orLing any

68.b2 7 )7.32

S1 co $499 15.32 13.37 29.92 6.

S500 to ,
21.6 20.2 20.4

.'?1,000 to 16.7 18.8 12.3

$1,500 to 22.7 21.7 17.5

500 to $3,499 9.5 11.1 7,6

500 to 54,499 ? 6.2 4.7 6.0

300 to $5,999 5.4 4.4 2.8 6.7

000 to $7,499 1.0 1.8 1.4 4.1

,500 arld Above 1.7 2.4 3.3 2,8

Mean, those report iog Iny
Mean, all respondeb

81,897 $2,008 $1.693

$656 $631 357

For studonts Olo have !lorrowed, the di:ferences in mean amount: o
term indcbtedness among publicly-supported institutions are not siguificant
at the .05 level. State College and University students are, however,
,aore likely than Community College students to have incurred a loan

tndebtedness. This is liArgely because of the longer length of their

academic programs. There are significantly more students at Indeper,c
Colleges with loan indebtedness and their mean indebtedness is sign..icanr y
larger than that of public college students.

V11-8



Term e .ent

Income from a term-t:me job made up the largest perce-_age of student
aid at all segments. Work represented 49,0 percent of the aid at the
University, 69.3 percent at the State Colleges, 73.0 percent at tbe
Community Colleges, and 36.6 percent at the independent Colleges. It

represented 19.9 percent of the total resources of University students,
34.9 percent of State College students, 34.2 percent of Community
College students, and 15.7 percent of Independent College students.
For White students employment income represented 57.6 percent of the
total aid and 24.1 percent of the total resources. For Black studen
, was 36.2 percent of aid nr'' 70_9 percent of resources; for Puerto

Rican students 26.8 percent of aLa and 14.1 percent of resources.
There did not appear to be any relationship between term-time
employment and parental income.

Fre

Anoter way to look at patterns of financing is to compare the amounts
that represent money coming to the student without any specific effort
on his/her part and that which represents self-help. Scholarships,

ants, -Ind benefits can be considered free meny; contributions from

-rvings (representing previous employment), current borrowing, and
-m-time employment represent self-help inYolving present or future

-t on the part of the student. At the i:niversity, free money made

27.3 percent of the nen-parental resources and self-help 72.7 per-
-ont. At the State Colleges free monQ represented 23.4 percent and
sel:-help 76.6 percent; at the Community Colleges free money was 31.8
dercent and self-hein 68.2 percent; and at the Independent Colleges

6 pLrcent and self-help 04 .3 percent.

White students provided about three-quarters (74.1 percent) of their
non-parent1 resources from their own self-help efforts and receivc.1
one-quarter (25.9 percent) as free money. For Black studento about

half came from self-help (49.6 percent) and half from free money (50.4

ent) . Among Puerto Ricans 60.0 percent was free monev and 40,0

p. cent selfhelp.

,A__Resources

The tables o- the two tollowing pages summarize he total resources,

budgets, needs, deficits, =ind surpluses of students at the different
segments and among the di fL rent racial ethnic groups. It also shows

the relationships of differ t types of resources to each other.

V11-9
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-I:TR VITT

The purpose of this iaeiv oos to de:=7.:ribc and aral,rze th. _sscs oi

education, the financit.l needs, and the financial resocrco
aid available to onderradeates enrolled in New Jersey colie, r;.e

universiric5 in 1974-75.

The costs' of education a ,f:Aorit must pav are dependent upon

of separate but interrellteh factors. Thfc primary factor

.asts of education is the :tudent's choice of institution, educr.,.om_J
proram, and type of crcoll-h:ul, i.e., full-time or part-time
Once these choices are made, direct educational costs for tuition,
fees, hooks, and supplies are ...;orotally not under bis or her .-='.ourol,

The indirect costs of education, room and board, transportation, cloCutn,..;,
recreation, incidentals, etc are more under the control of diet
student and the f'amilv. A variety of choices can be and are male hy
students about expenditurn,, for those items.

The choices New Jersey tudeuts have made about chul c institutions an!
educational programs havo resul-p.id in somewhat unique patterns of sereli-
ment at the four types of ,ullegua in rhe State. The four ot

institutions serve rathnr different populations of students with
different interests, even thow.:ch there are many similarities amelaii

students io attendance.

The University students aro likely to be younger than other students,
to have entered college diroctl from high school, to have long-term
educational aspirations to recetve dectoral degrees, and intend to
become employed in professional, managerial, or administrative caro'r,I.
State College students are likely to be older than other student, to
have delayed their oduation foc varieties of reasons, to have entered
their colleges as transfer students from other colleges, to be enrolled
in education curricula, and to have degree aspirations which aro less
than those of University students. Many are married and have depeudiults
factors which impinge Lxi educational plans and costs of education.

Like the State College students, Community College students aro
older and are likely tc) have delayed their edyeational careers for vr-oni

military service, or other rea3ons. They are more likely to be 7narried
and have dependents anl to be members of racial/ethnic r;iinorlty groups.
While their career aspirations are similar to those of State College
students, only one-thiTd of them aspire co degrees beyond the

bachelors level. The; are more likely to come from low-income

VTTT-1
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Over 27 perceut come frcni f.rnilies whose aneual incomes are less than
-9,000. The Community Colle - and State College students are quite
similar in meny ways and it is quite likely that the latter group
represents the former at just a little later in their educational
careers. Put another way, many Community College students are likely

come State College students at some point. These two types of
institutions appear to serve a group of students which, in broadest
generalizations, is from low-income families, is older, and married,
is likely to have delayed education, and is likely to have lesser
degree aspirationsall of which relate to their ability to pay for
their education.

Independent College students are young, single, and likely to have
entered college directly from high school without delays in their
edueation. Two-thirds aspire to degrees beyond the bachelors and most
intend to :=01low a professional career. The primary difference between
these students and University students is that the Indtpendent College
students are more likely to come from more affluent families and from
families who live outside New Jersey. The median family income of
Independent Colle3e students is 15 percent higher than that of University
students, and over one-fourth of the Independent College students come
from families with incomes above $25,000.

Students who attend the publicly-funded colleges are very likely to
indicate that they are the ones they could best afford. Financial
consideration's were of primary importance to over half the students
enrolled at State and Community Colleges, lAearly half the University

students identified a financial factor as a primary reason for attendi g

their institutioa. Only slightly OVeT one-faurth of the Independent
College students indicated financial factors were primary considerations

in thei- decisio

The differencesin student reasons for choosing a college, their
desired educational program, aspirations, their degree, and their
financial characteristics all have important implications for policy-

making nt the State level. Since finahcial eonsiderations ere primary

to the institutional choices of at least 53 percent of all New Jersey

students, it can be assumed that changes in costs and/or the ability/

willivigneso to pay fox those costs- will have a dramatic tnmpact an

their educational aetivities and choices.

ts and ability to pay already must be assumed LO have had a dramatic

impact on the educational activities of at least one out of five

studentsthose who have delayed their postsecondary education for

a year or more. Furthermore, when students were queried about their
institutional c.oices "if paying for an education were not a problem,"

over 54 percent indicated they might choose game other type of college.



In addition to the impact of changes in costs or ability/willingness

to pay for those costs, pclicymakers must alga consider current degree

aspirations of students enrolled at diffrent type of institutions.

Students may be willing to sacrifice more to Tweiy higher costs if benefits

derived or anticipatei Te larger and more immediately realized.

For example, Community College students enrolled ill technical programs

of two-years or less in length may be willing to pay more for these

programs as their length of progrP:n will be shorter and they can soon

realize benefits (income froM employment) on their investmemt. On th

other hard, increases la costs fo;? the student with aspirations for the

doctoral degree may have quite a different impact, This is because

a relatively small annual increase in costs has an expenditure impact

over 6 to 8 years f education,

Changes in costs and ability/willingness to pay for them are also likey

to have a dramatic impact on the institutiona which receive studelts.

The four institutional types currently enroll many students whose

institutional choiceS have been made on the basis of financial considerations.

In large part, these considerations and consequent choices have resulted

in rather homogeneous student bodies at each institutional type.

Policymakers should consider whether these patteras are educationally

ocially desirable.

Differences in tuition and fees account tor the primary differences

in costs of education at the different institutional types. The

indirect costs, basically "maintenance" costs, are nearly the same at

all institutional types, averaging $2,031 per student. The average

maintenance budgets at the University are lowest, the highest arr.,

at the Independent Colleges. The relative expenditures for the

different budgetary items are displayed by instituf:ional types in

Figure VI/I-1.

The iiiortance of tuiti n and fees can be further understood by noting,

that these costs amount to wer 35 percent of the costs of education

to all students in the New Jersey institutions. Only roan and board

costs make up a larger proportion of the student budgets. Tuition

and fees represent 58 percent of the budgets of Independent College

students, but only 25 percent of the budgets of students at the public

,oileges. The total costs of education to all students exceed $451,5

million. These are displayed in Figure

As the patterns of maintenance expenditures are similar among

institutional types, they represent the "average" of decisions made

by students across the State about what they must necessarily spend

as students. It is quite unlikely that these costs could be signifi-

cantly reduced; rather they are lilcely to increase as inflation drives

prices for consumer goods steadily upward.

VIII-3
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Figure VIII -1

Cos of Education
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Figure VIII 2

The Costs of Education

Room and Board

38.8%,

Tuition.
and Fees

4.8%

Travel
8.7%

12.4%

Books and
Supplies

Clothing,
Recreation

c dente s,

Total Costs = $451,577,000

The students and their tamiiies (parents and/or spouses) contribute,

on the average, $1,352 per year toward educational expenses fram family

incomes, savings, and student summer employment. This mounts to

43.1 percent of the total costs of education. Educational benefits,

those amounts awarded to the student and family fram Veterans

Administration, Social Security Administration, vocational rehabilitation

agencies, and welfare bureaus, amount to 9.2 percent of the total

costs of education. The family contribution to educational costs, then,

amounts to 54 percent of the tote. costs.

Chapter V cpared. the parental contributions of SRS respondents with

the CSS expectation calculated with the SRS data processing system.

It was determined that parents are, for the most part,- contributing

what is necessary to pay far their children's education. The parents

are nat shirking their responsibility for these costs. These comparisons

must be! interpreted with caution as the SRS analyses are based on very

broad indicators for the students and not individual valysis of all

circumstances for each student. Furthermore, SRS interpretation

and the fimancial and administrator's interpretation of which students

might be classified as independent of parental financial support may

differ consildrably.
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With these cautions in mind, however, a comparison of actual median

contributions and CSS expected contributions for dependent students can

be made. Such a comparison is offered in Table VIII-1. It will be

noted that parents of dependent public college students could be expected

to contribute more than students reported they received from their

parents. Parents of dependent students at the independent Colleges

are already contributing more than is generally expected. These

data raise the important question of willingness to pay ior educational

costs. While these data give some tndication that some parents could

pay more than they currently pay for their child's education, it is

unlikely that they would willingly do so. This is inferred fram the

fact that half the public college students said they were attending

their institutions because they could best afford them or they could .

live at home and commute to classes. The first is a tuition cost-

related response. The second is a maintenance cost-related response

as costs could be kept lower by commuting from their homes. Furthermore,

an increase in cOSts at the State and Community Colleges would very

likely increase the proportion of students at those institutions who

delay their education.

TABLE 1

Median Family Contributions
Students Who Are Dependent

Self-Reported and C.S.S. Expec ed

U

SRS CSS

$993 S1,298

State Colleges

SRS

$640

CSS

anmunity Colle es Independent
Colleges

SRS CSS

$1,196 $456 $1,194

SFS CSS

$2,056 $1,783

There is no way to re iably estimate the imps t of significant increases

in tuition on student choices of institutions from these data. They

indicate that some parents could pay slightly More for their children's

education. But the data also indicate that student chqices of public

institutions are very much cost-related and that substantial increases

in costs would have a significant impact on access of students to

postsecondary education, especially those at State and Community

Colleges. Over half these students reported receiving less than

$200 support from their parents.
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After the family contribution is considered, the next largest source

of funds for meeting the costs ef education is from student term-

time employment. These funds amount to 26.2 percent of the total.

The remaining one-fifth of the costs are met by grants and loans.

Figure V111-3 displays the sources of funds for meeting the costs of

education.

Figure VIII - 3

Payiag the Bill for Education

Parental
Spouse

Contribution Savings

32.37 12.2%

Term-time
Employment

26.2%

Educa ional
Benefits

9.5%

Loans

9.5%

Grants

10.34

Total Costs = $451,577,000

The total rsources applied toward educational costs vary brins.Atutional

type. The parent's contribution is larger in dollars and 42 a percent

of all resources for students at the University and at the Independent

Colleges. This is, in part, necessitated by the fact that these

students are more likely to be entering college directly from high

school, to be single, younger and dependent on their parents, and

in the case of Independent College students, in need of greater amounts

of supp,rt to meet higher costs.

State and Community College students meet proportionately more and

greater real amounts of their expenses from term-time employment than

do students at the other types of institutions. These State and

VIII-7
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Community College students worked more during the school year than

other students. Over 40 percent of these students had off-campus, term-

time lobs.

Work grants and loans are the primary types of student aid. As expected
due to higher costs, Independent College students teceive larger grant
awards than other college students. They are more likely than other
students to receive grants from their institutions, the State, the
Federal SEX program, and private sources. University students are
more likely than State College or Community College students to receive
grants fram their institution, the SEOG program, private sources, and
the State. However, when grants from all programs are combined, the
mean grant awards for University and Community College are not signifi-
cantly different. This is, in part, because slightly more Community
College students receive Basic Educational Opportunity Grants id other

Federal grants. State College students receive signi:icantly fewer
grant awards and amounts than do other students. The largest single

source of grant awards to all students are Ifne State's scholarship
and grant programs. Next is the HOG Program.

The average total loan dollars received by loan recipients was $1,153.
When pro-rated mmong an students, the average loan was $289, or 9.5
percent of all the student resources. While University students were
slightly more likely than State or Community College students to
receive a loan, the mean amounts per recipient at the public colleges
are basically the same. University students are more likely to receive
a loan because of particpation in the National Direct Student Loan
Program. Independent College students received more and larger loans

than other students. The largest single source of loans was the State's

Guaranteed Student Loan Program.

The resources for all students at each insti utional type are displayed

in Figure VIII-4.

When average costs and average resources are compared by institutional
types, there are deficits in the latter at all but the Community

Colleges. The deficits.at the University and State Colleges were
quite small, less than $30; at.the Independent Colleges, the deficit was

nearly $01 These indicate that, on the average, the expenses incurred
and anticipated by Independent College students are s:gnificantly larger
than available or anticipated resources. Therefore, the Independent
College students will have to decrease this deficit by reducing expendi-
tures and/or increasing resources. In a sense, these average deficits
represent "unmet need" or the need for additional financial aid.

While the dollar amounts are small for t%e individual students at the
University and State Colleges and not extremely large at the Independent
Colleges, when they are multiplied by the number of students enrolled,
the uamet need totals $26.5 million. Over 73percent of this unmet need

is experienced by the Independent College students.
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The New Jersey student and his family are making subs ential contributions
toward total educational expenses. In spite of efforts of the State
and Federal governments to increase the financial aid available to
students for educational purposes, the resources of the family still
represent the largest single source of resources f-r meeting educational

expenses.

Relatively mall amounts of money which require no specific effort on
behalf of the student are available to New Jersey students. Scholarships,

grants, and educational benefits can be considered "free money";

contributions from savings (representing previous employment), current
borrowing, and term-time employment represent self-help involving
present or future effort on the part of the student or his family.

When all resources are considered, only 19.8 percent of available dolla -

cane to students as "free money".

There are at least two major consequences of the patterns of student

oducational financing in New Jersey. One is the current homogeneous

distribution of students of various financial means among the institutions

of the State. The other is that increases in costs and/or decreases
in the ability/willingness of students and parents to pay those costs

I.11 result in dramatic shifts in attendance patterns. It is quite

likely that increases in costs, unless offset by increases in

ee money", will cause rather dramatic reductions in full-time

enrollments in New Jersey institutions and increases in the number

students who delay, prolong, or forego their education completely,
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New Jersey Student Resource Survey

Appendix A

The purpose of this study, conducted jointly by the New Jersey Commission on F inancing Post Secondary Educatror

ri c000eration with the College Entronce Examination Board, is to Col leCt information for assessing student resources,

Interests, and needS. It is hoped that the results will be helpful in the assessment of the adequacy of the Slate's suppor t to
students and post secondary education. The ihformation we need can be collected only from students. We will be grateful for

your cooperat-on.
You are nOt asked to pioyide your name of other identil ying data, and your resp nses will be completery confidential.
Please enter your response to each question by recordtng the response number in the jppropt rate bnx on the accompdny,

ing response coding form.
Space 1. 2, and 3 are reser ved for institutional identif ication.

4 In which of the folIf-JeernO PrOgrarvis are you enrolled.
0- Agricultural Science5 5- Otrcation
Ir Business Administration 8, Nursing
2. flumanitieS 0, Social Sciences 7- Heaith Profesaions
3- Prly iiCal and Life Sciences, Matnernabcs 8. Law
4- Engineering, Architecture 9. Vocational; 1-,cinin ,0

1 is yOur CLIertil elaSs levet?
o efignschoco senior
1- Cul ege freseirearl
2- College suprior,ige
3 co!,,,tg@

yea,' unde,graduate

L., F. rrst -yea, 13.30.3.3113 ,ir kjr1,31

51.301331
SeCQnCj-Veat graduate 0, oruressional

student
Mid gradti,te

9 Fourth-yea, for inuiel g,,Jduate or
okOlesrierial student

6. Whot ClaSS load arC you carrying?

O Less than 1 2 of a luii -trne Con,-
1.2 to 3'4 of A fug-rime:course o

2 113 tvii time coUrSc '.k13104,

7. Age at nearest birthday?
1- 18 (if under 3 20
2- 19 4- 21

11 Seo

0- fv14;e

9. Now do you describe yOurself ?
0- i-kig,crican Indian
1- Black/Afro-Arbebeati/Negto
2- Caucastan,,White

Cnicano/MeeicanArrierican

24
0-25213

10. Marital Status

if yes, ca
supper!'

7 F

8- 35-40

.1 f4gitiiicao
l',ic'rli H c4n

11111

2- Seo.vated 4, Widowed
3- CpvdIce0 1,- °trier

children, how many of tbeng are del:fender-1.11190n you for

r tuition purposes
j 10(00

1 onstgte resident US citizen
2- Fcreign student

134ori0mrnigrant gild

3- IMrhigrant Sltri te reodency
established

4- Immigrant --State resroerrcy
not established

13 Whet is the highest level of educetion you Pion td Conidlate ham or
elsewhere?
Or Ooctor*$ degree (Ph:ti EdO 3.0 M.D.. 0.0..5 etc..)
1- Master's degree le-A A,, etc.) Or InSt prOf C.SpOnJid g
2- Bachelor's degree (B.A o.s.. etc I
3- Non-degree Certificate Prograrb
4- 2-yeat Astociate degree

PAGE No. I

0000004567
AGE No. 2

000000
28 29 30 31 32 33

PAGE No. 2 (continued)

000000
59 60 61 62 63

Student
Resource
Survey

PLEASE DETACH ALON

14. What is sne orPrOkimete income (tilt calendar year C,1 Your plrfnti Or
legal guardian before taeol (Include Incense from oil Sources)?
0- LeSs than 53,000 a year
1- Between $3,000 and 5.9130
2- Between $6.000 and 37,499
j- Between 17.500 and $8,999

setweeif s9,000 and 111,999

5- Between $12,000 arid 314,99g
6- Between 315,000 and 517,999
7= Between 118,000 and 120,999
8- BetWeer, 121.000 and 324,999
9- 325,000 and above

II. On the Average, About how Marty hours per week do you work in a
Part-time rob while school is in sessiOn?
0- Nrane
1- 1 to 5 hOuls
7. u et 10 E. our,
3- 11 to 45 hi4k.es

16. 00 you !and sPouse if o pileoble)
Or NO.
1, Yes, but my oarentS 0,Cfelde MOSt ii oly Suboor
2- yes, I ain primatily seif-SuOpOrting
j- Yes, and I am classified as a sell tupportirig llfraeoelictoit) student

by the Financial A,d Office
Ycs, but I nave been denied self -supporting Iliideoe,dent) status

by the Frnancial Are' office

4- Ita to 20 hours
5- 21 tu 25 hourS
Cr 26 10 30 re)utis
7. ncnirs Or Oli.jre

ntributa to your own support?

Que%tionl 17 to 49 retate to the coalS of attending college
in wench you finance your eduCallOn, Please enter tne acion
corresponding 10 trie dollar ranges (slated belOw) tor your answers
questions 17 through 49. if none, be sure to enter code 0. Do not leave

blanks.
Code Range

0-tor $00 or None
1- for $1 to $200
2- for 1201 to $400
j- for $401 tO 1600
4- for $601 to $1,000

Code Range
5- for 11,001 to 51,500
6. Ion 11,501 to 32,000
1. or 32,001 to 52.500
8- for 12,501 to 33,000
9, for 33,001 and above

COLLECE EXPENSES: Estrmate your total nineiffiCintri aCaCterille bUllget
for frie current year, usiho tne dollar ranges above.

17. Tuition ond fres
1g. Books, supplies, ond courat

motorcars
19. Raisin arid noir°

20. Transportatio n
2 t. Clothing, recreitlon, and

Incidentals

SOUFiCe_ OF F rNANCIAL SUPPOW L',t'rir8tC tile arnoirrrr
will receive dining the nine-month academic yr _
iowing S'rurces, using the dollar ranges above,

FAMILY
22. Parent or legal guordian

IERM.T1ME EMPLOYMIN1
24, College Work-Study

28. AstillIntAnipo, towling,
or research

23. SPOuse

Y you
tIre lot-

26. On-campus employment
(Non-Work-Study)

27. other employment

TTED LINE AND PROCEED TO QUESTIONS 21 TO 67 ON REVERSE SID-
,

1:3W0C:4311

000000
34 35 36 37

0000
64 65 66 67

000000
16 17 lB 19 20 21

000000
40 41 42 43 44 45

LOCAL QUESTI ONS

000000
68 69 70 71 72 73

000000
22 23 24 25 26 27

......

000000 000000
46 47 48 49 50 51J 52 53 54 55 56 57

000000
74 75 76 77 78 79 80

RESPONSE COOING PORM
Enter in the appropriate box, the number associated with your
response to each question.
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Quoil ions Zalo 49 Continua to u lrlJowbn9 Writ of f MOOnie C_

Code Range
0- fer $00 or None
1- fOr 11 to 5200
2- for 1201 to 1400
3- for 8401 to $609
4. for 1601 to $1,000

Code Range
5- Int $1,001 to 51,500
6- for It,SOtloI7,000
I for 12,001 tO $2,500
d. for 12,501 tO S3,00Q
9- for 13.001 end above

SUMMER EMPLOY MLN r total 0tFI9JI1. earned last 5,,IPMe

21. College Worse-Study

29- Anistantshibs, teaching.
or research

PERSONAL SAV iNGS
32. Frem taving$ (exclude amounts in )

crtAN tS. SCHOLARSHIPS, r ELL OWsi.4inS, AN rj
33. Non-Resident Tuition Waiver
34. State Scholarship, Ear, Tuition Aid Grant,

Incentive Grant, County College Grant
35. BaSic Educational Opportunity Grants
36. Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grant;
37- lnititutienal grants or schpierships finciuge grants, I ellowSMOL and

traineeships)
38. Olhe federul fellowships, grants. and traineeships not previously

listed (including Nursing. Health Professions Or Law Eneoreernent
Education Program Grants)

38. Scholarships or grants or lellOwirtiM QOM sOurCeS nOl previously
listed

40. GA. 8tii
4 L Secret Security
42_ Welfare
41, Stale Vocational Rehabilitation
44. Other Federal or State benefits not pr outty tioted.

30. On-carnpus employment
(Non-Wore-Study)

31, Other employment

LOANS
45. National Direct 5tudent Loans
46_ Law Enforcement Education Program or Nursing or haalta

Profehions Loarrs
47, Fedetasly Insured Student Loa 0, ot other state duoranteed loans

(Loans obtained through benes Or other lending agencleS)
48. InStitut(Onal lone.tercts ipans net previously hited
49. Othrr Loam

50. Hew much will you and yrauf spOute earn, before t
year?

, thla calendar

0 St to 1999 5- 15,000 to $5,999
1- 11,000 to 11.999 6- 16,000 to 57,499
2 12,000 to $2,999 7- $7.500 to 58,999
3- $3,000 10 53.999 8- 19,000 le 511,999
4- 14,000 10 54,999 9- 112,000 and above

rodicito the aMOunt Of yew r Cana your Spouse's) present indebtedness
underr all torigtrin student loan programs theciude loans taken out tnis
year, Items 45 to 49, as well et educationist (Spots incurred in prior aca-
demic years.)
0- go 3- 51,000 to 51,499 6= $3,500 to $4,499
1- 51 to 5499 4- 11,500 to $2,499 7. $4,500 to $5,999
2- $500 to $999 5= 82,500 tO $3,499 8- 86,000 to $7,499

9- 17,500 and over

$5. DI4 you ripply for financial aid at your Inttitution for this aeademic
year? (Refers to college worsi.sfuOy 4174 8. 28, federal and institutional
grants se35 to 37, nct federal ioani er45 & 46.)
0- NO
1- Mos, i awaited for aid and it 610 granted
2. Yin, I applied tor aid, but I wAS told mai I was ineligicue
3. 'yes, I mooned for ala, purl waa toid nd turia$ were evatiable

53. AN you participating in your InstitutiOn's Educationet Opportunity
Fund Program or similar carnpuS program?

0- No I- Yes

54. FOr EOF partiCierailts Only, Indicate he types Of eSsistanee you are
receiving

0- NOn 4- Financial aid and tutOring
1- FinariCial aid only 5- Financial aid and Counseling.
2. Tutoring only 6.1 utoring and tounSeling
3- Counseling Only 7- F Moneta! aid, tutoring and counseling

5$ . seow many ot your brothers Or SlnerS are dependent on your parents
Or !eget guardian (or financial support? (0 to 9)

56. How Many Or your dependent brothers or sisters ire itlo in college this
academie year? (Cannot enceed relpuese to remi

57. Ord your parents elaien you at a dependent for Federal test purposes tor
the last calendar year?
0- Yes 1. No 2 1 don't Knew

will your parents claim you Ai A dependent for
thii calendar year?
0. Yes I NO

re you receiving f ood stamps?
0 yes 1- No

fal tan PtillaMet for

I don't nnOw

60_ When at college, where do you rid rrnall y live?
0- With Parents 5.011 CarnOuS, non.0 tesidence
1- With relative% nail
2- University or coliege 6- Rented thorn With or Wit hOut board

Residence Han 7. othwf off-campus housing alone or
3- University (Ir C011ege witri spouse

Apartment a, otne, oftcampu$ Noosing with one
4. F raternity Or Sorority or Iwo roommates

9- Diner oft -Carttpus I-rousing "nos three
of more roommates

61- What is the dittinci Fromr y Our living quarters to campus?
0- Clive on Campos
1- under I mile
2- More than 1 mile

but less than 3
3 More tnan 3 miles

biAt less th,sit

62. How de you usually oel tO your college camP
0- wale
1- Automobile
2- Use public transpn t _

3- Car pool
63. Now wOurd you rate your Acaderinr achtre*rl'rOnt 10 Measured by 9faidea

in college?
0- Mostly A's 13.5 or retailer)
1- MOstly O's 12.5 10 3,4)

4. hiture tnan 5 nide,
put less than 10

5- Mere than 10 mites
tut less titan 15

1, More than 15 rniies
put leSS than 25

7- More than 25

2- Most ly C's 11.5 to 2 a)
3- Most p eys (below 1 Si

64. Are you a veteran of the U.1 Armed F pet,.

Q. Yes
65. Plow were you admitted ?

0- AS a fir St.tirrie freShmen
1. AS a teaNter (torn an

in.State COMMunity
eolleue

2- AS a transfer from an
Clut-Of-State
COMmunity cpilege

3- As a transfer from an
irs-state public college
Of university

Are yOU planning to return lo Mrs i

0- Yes
1- No 1 man to receive my

degree
2- No- I plan to Orrap Oul Una

return tater
3- No- I plan to dro0 out

4 a tranSler horn an
!rider:Wider-it
(private) in-stale
College or university

5- As a trans? er from an
QuI-01-htate
colleUe Or university

P00 graduate cif a
4-year mstitution

7- Qtrter

ution rrct term!
NO. I plan to reanole, Id

4- 4 year tatalsliC irrbt,titlirrr itnin
the statii!

5- 4 year privi-e inst itutioe within
tne state

tJ. 4 year OUISIIC inStitutiOn
outSide t Ftc date

7. 4 year private institution
outSide t tir state

8 /Any other t ype or institution
of Postsecondary education

87. How testisfied art yOu with Mit tution as a whete7

0- COrnOletely Satisfied
1- Satisfied
2- Indifferent

3- UnSatiSIied
COrnolettly unsatrstied

Ars additional 13 local Questions rrsay nave been added to this version 01 tne
Survey. 1 1 so, please answer Ovestions 68 to 80 according to tne insdruttioel.
On tne separate question sheet.
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Appendix A

New Jersey In-State Local Questions

The renaini A question% (Items (i8 to am) are Asked to obtain information of

special interest to the Commission. Please road each question carefully

grid mark your response in the appropriate item number of the ReoponSe

Coding Form. Thank You.

Please indicate the primary reason you decided to attend the collete _

where you are now. Place the number of the most important reason in

Box 68 on the Response Codina Form. (Mork one responae only.)

O. This colleee'a academic reput st ion

1, iy parenta, frienda,and/or high school counselor% advised me te come tea e

2. The character of thia colter_ ness, size, innovation)

3. f
received more financial aid to come here than I would have received to

t cnd :lrcililrtull,t C

4, I can attend this college, live at home, and commute to classes

S. The religious affiliation of this college
TLis college was the one that most nearly offered the eu

I wanted_
7. This college 143S the one I coula beat finoncially afford to attend

I. Tais r011OgO AAS the only one that adoitted me

9. Thir, collcgc,s student body composition (All men. All wom n eoeducati -A)

paying for your cductinn were not a problem which type of institution

vould you choose?

0 Intl it two year eollere
ivate two year college

icutional technical school
3, futile four year state college
4. Private four your college
a. Pubi i. state university
6, Privata university

(70 Mien you complete your
postcrndnrv ediic,'it ion, where 4o you prefer to

ra?

(1 In New v

In Ic,ni. , he 1, , NIW york. Pa,. R.

' in Maine, 'lass N. Hamp., Ver.
In III Ind.. fowl, Kan.. !lie h. , Minn., Mo., Neb., Ohio, hi

1. IF sore other state in the ItnItcit St iltC3

in 4 fercitn country
duridedtrie preference now

do OT pion to lie_ .

You elucntior, what
antwore0 0 in $70 do not _n

AbsenLc oh opror
I, Lotien of spouso Or parents

2, 5o.;int vnvironnent
3, f:Lrkrap%i or clinate
4, Hiaaer aalaries elsewhere
S. Orhei'

wora in w )

MAry renaer
r thi$ qtlenttoli

complete
'on? if vnu

(72) if you intend to work irinicdiatclv after completing your undergraduate

Ovation. what kind of work (In you plan to do? (If you do not plan

aork do net arlawea this questioo.)

0, CLIPICAL/SAIKS, 512c11 as 0 bona teller, bookkeeper, decretary, 'ypist,

mail carrier. nalesisnit, sales clerk, advertiairg or insurance Agent.

1. CRAFTS,lasq7ECHNICAL, such s baker, automobile mechanic, machinist,

painter, plumber, draftsman, Medical or dental technician, computer

progranmer
NOMI.i,fakFR

3. LAgnPrR, AOCh OA conatruction w rker, ear washer, sanitary worker,

laborer
4, MANAGER. AnMINISTRATOR, auth as salea mamarer, office manOger. WW1

administrator, buyer, reataurant manager, gOVcrflneOt official

5. SErvicr NORkfft, such as polieeman, firemon, rher, beautician, prat

nurse, waiter, private houaehold woraer
PPOFFSSIONAL, imich as accountant, artiat, elareyeon, dentist, phyaician,

regiatered nurse, engineer, lawyer, lihroaion, teacher, writer, atientiat,

sotial worker, actor, actress
7. PROPRIETOR OR OWNER, such as owner of a s contractor,

restaurant owmer, farmer
8. OPLRATIVF, such as meat cutter, assembler, niehine _ operator, welder,

taxicab driver, bus driver, or truck driver

9. MILITARY, such as a career offcer, enlisted man in armed services

Which of the following best descr hes your hieh school grodesI

0, A'a

I. Mos_ B's
2. Moatly C's
3, Mostly D's

1 1 0



In que!tion 414 you were asked About the ince,* roar paT,nti or legal

aUsrdians. If you sre primarily or totally se f-supportint, Iwdicate
your income before tales durinp this calendar year (Include income from

all sources). If your major source of support it from patents or legal
guerdians do NOT answer this question.

O. Less than $7,500 a year
I. Between $7,500 and $8.999
Z. Between 19,000 And $11,999
3. Between 512,000 and $14.999
4. Between 515,000 and $(7,999

(75 ) Where do your parents live?

5. Between $1 Ind $70,999
h. Between $21,000 end $74,999
7. aetween $25.4000 and $27,999
8. Between $25,000 and $30,999
O. $31,000 and above

U. Gloucester, Camden, Ruyliflpton Counties
1. Mercer County
2. Atlantic, Cape May Counties
1. Somerset, Middlesex Counties
4. Union, EsSeX, Mudson Counties
5. Bergen County
h. Cumberlsnd, Salem Countie
7. Hunterdon, Marren, Morris, Sussex, POSSASO Coun
8. Ocean, Monmouth Counties
9. Do not live in New Jersey

(76) If YOU were 4 New Jersey resident _ when you graduated from h
hut DID NOT apply to the State by financial aid (a State S

COF Grant, Tuition Aid Grant, Incentive Grant. or County

what wss the primery reason for not applying?

h school
arship,
Grant).

U. 1
did not know about the New Jersey programs of student assittance

1. My high school counselors/teachers advised me not to apply

2. 1
thought my grades were not good enough to qualify

3. 1
thought my fsmily's income was too high to qualify

4. 1 missed the application deadlines
S. I failed to tale the Scholastic Aptitude Test by the requireo date

14. I didn't plan to attend a'college when 1 graduated from high school

7. 1
didn't need financial old to attend this college

8. 1 did apply for financial aid from the State of New Jersey

(77) in Question 60, we asked you where you normslly live when you are in

college. Given your present Sources of income and family Support,

where would you most like to live?

U. With parents
I. With relatives
2. Un versity or Collo _ roidence hell
1. University or College apartment
4. Fraternity or Sorority
S. Off campus, non-college retidence hsil

6. Rented room with or without board
7. Other 0ff-campus housing alone or with spouse

8. Other off-campus housing with one or two roommates
9. Other off-campus housing with three or *ore roommat

(78) in Question 61, we asked you hot far your liting quarters were from the

campus. Given y4:flit' present seurces of income and family Support, what

is the distsnce you would prefer to live from the campus?

O. 1 would like to live on campus
I. Under oAe mile/within walking di

2. MOre than one mile but less than
3. Moro than 3 miles but less thole)

4. More than S miles tort less than
5. More than ten milet but less ii

6. More than 15 miles but less than
7. More than 25 miles
S. The distance iS not important ss long as public transportation is available

If you did not enroll in your first college within four months of

completing Fah school, were you primarily (answer only one);

rice of the menus
miles
iles
miles
miles
ilos

O. Employed or homemaker for two years or les
1. Employed or a homemaker for more than two years

2. In the military service

(80) if you are enrolled in a county college please indicate the curt!.

O. Business and Commerce Technologies (non-transfer

1. Data Processing Technolcieies (non-transfer)

2. Mealth Services Technologies (nan-trOnAf8P)

3. Mechanical "and Fnsineering
Technologies (non-t WOO

4. Natural Science Technologies (men-transfer)

5. Public Service Technologies (non-tranSfer1

h. Lthers1 Arts - Transfer
7. Lngineering Science - Transfer

8. flutings, Adelhistration . Transfer

9. (lther Transfer Curricalux
1 1 1



Appendix B

STATE OF NEW JERSEY
COMMISSION ON FINANCING POST-SECONDARY EDUCATION

1200 OLD TRENTON ROAD
[RENTON, NEW JERSEY 08690

(609) 586 9181

101
102

104
105
106
107
108
109

INSTIVIT TONAL, C()11r '

- Atlantic C. C.

- Bergen C. C.

- Brookdale C. C.

- Burlington C. C.
- Camden C. C.

- CumbErland C. C.
- hssex C. C.

- Gloucester C. C.
- Mercer C. C.

- Middlesex C.
Morris C. C.

A Ina I.:16 pe

Alphonsns Co
Assunntion C
lteth 9e0rash (-1 rollA

Rloorarield co1/c,-)0
Caldwell Colley-
Cen;.enary Collcre
roll. of St. 1;lizihmth
Pnn Bosmo Collene

Hriivrrsitv
Fdvard Williams coll000

30 -

107 -

303
304 -

-

306 -

307 -

-

310 -

311

I112 Ocean C. C. 312 - Fnc,lewood Cliffs

L 1 . - Passaic C. C. 113 Pairleiph Dickinson - nothmrfora

114 - Salem C. C. 314 - celician CollePe

115 - Somerset C. C. 315 - Ccorpian Court Collere

116 - Ilnion College 316 - Luther ('olleoe

117 - Onion Co. Tech. _nst. 317 - onmonth College
318 - Northeastern

201 - NJIT 319 - Princeton Ilniversi

fL,

202 - Thomas Edison 320 - Rnhhinical Collepe

cl)

203
204

- Glassboro State
- Jersey City State

521 -

522 -

Rider Colloflo
qnlesian Colloor,

205 - Kean College of N.J. 323 - St. Peter's College

u 206 - Montclair State 324 - Seton Hall Hniversi

c, 207 - Romano Coll of N.J. 325 - Stevens Inst. of Tech.

208 - Stocton State 326 - Tomhrock Colleoe

44 209 - Trenton St 327 - Upsala Collere

210 - William Pa- -son State 328 - Westminster choir Colleye
329 - Vairleigh cLinson - Teaneck

402 - Livingston College 330 - Vairleirh ekinson 'Indison

406 - Pottglass College

0 411 - Cook Collere
1-

c.)

eJ==

412 -
414 .

421 -

425 -

Rutgers Collere
Enginee-
Newark
Nnrsing

430 - Pharnacy
450 - Camden A S

A PUBLIC COMMISSION APPOINTED BY THE NEW JERSEY BOARD OF HIGHER EDUCATION
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TAB E C-I

Distribution of Age

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE COMMUNITY INDEPENDENT

COLLEGES COLLEGES COLLEGES

8 and under 4.0% 2.2% 5.2% 4.0%

19 25.9 17.9 31.2 23.3

20 23.3 19.7 22.4 20.8

21 21.4 22.8 11.1 24.8

22 to 24 18.0 21.2 9.5 20.8

25 to 24 4.4 8.4 8.7 4.2

30 to 34 1.1 2.7 5.4 1.3

35 to 40. 1,1. 1.2 .3

41 and above .7 2.9 3.2 .6

Mean 21,3 years 22,8 years 22.8 year- 21.2 years

TABLE C-2

Distribution of Marital Statv

By Segm

UNIVERSITY STATE COMMUNITY INDEPENDENT

count's COLLEGES COLLEGES

Never Married 90.7% 82.7% 79.0% 93.0%

Married 7.0 14.5 15.2 5.4

Separated .8 1.0 2.2 .2

Divorced .7 .7 2.1 .6

Widowed .1 .3 .6

Other .7 .8 .9 .7
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DIstribution of Dependent Chil ren

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES'

None 96.5% 93.1% 85.2% 97.3%

Of Those With Any:
1 54.4% 37.4% 32.4% 55.2%

28.9 28.3 31;1 27.6

10.0 25.3 24.3 13.8

4 6.7 7.1 8.1 3.4

5 or more -- 2.0 4.1

Mean, Those Reporting Any 1.7 2.1 2.2 1.7

TABLE C-4

Respondents' Parer s' Residence by Counties

By. Segments

STATE
UNIVERSITY

STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

TOTAL

)ucester, Camden,
Burlington 15.4% 9.1% 12.4% 4.4% 11.4%

ocer 3.1 4.0 4.9 2.5 3.5

.antle, Cape May 1.3 3.2 3.4 0.4 1.9

lerset, Middlesex 16.9 8.2 33.2 6.3 15.6

Lon, Essex, Hudson 23.1 27.1 10.4 13.5 20.3

7gen 11.1 15.0 7.3 14.4 12.0

lberland, Salem 1.0 1.4 2.1 1.0 1.3

Iterdon, Warren, Morris,
Sussex, Passaic 11.5 17.0 7 6 -9.2 1/.9

tan, Monmouth 6.9 5.8 9.4 14,8 8.4

: in New Jersey 9.7 9.2 9.3 33.5 3.7



TABLE C-5

R spondents' Parents' Residence by Counties

By Sex and Ra WELbuic Croup

FEMALE ITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Glouces er -amden, Burlington 11.5% 11.4% 11.4% 13.6% 14.1%

Mercer 3.3 3.8 3.3 4.5 6.4

Atlantic, Cape May 1.9 2.0 1.8 4.2 6.4

Somerset, Middlesex 15.9 15.3 16.2 6.6 9.0

Union, Essex, Hudson 19,4 21.3 19.4 32.4 26.9

Bergen 11.7 12.3 13.0 3.5 6.4

Cumberland, Salem 1.0 1.4 1.2 2.1 1.3

Hunterdon, Warren, Morris, Sussex,
Passaic 11.4 12.1 12.3 6.3 14.1

Ocean, Monmouth 8.7 8.1 8.9 3.8 6.4

Not in New Jersey 15.2 12.3 12.5 23.0 9.0

TABLE C-6

Method of ission

RaciAVEthrtic Gro,up

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

First-Time Freshman 76.6% 72.4% 71.8%

Community College Transfer 8.5 12.3 7.1

Transfer from an In-State
Four-Year Institution 4.8 5.8 7.0

Transfer from an Out-Of-
State Four-Year
Institution 7.7 5.0 _ .6

Other 2.3 4.3 3.6

1 6



TABLE C-7

Primary Reason for Attending the College Where Enrolled

By Sex and Racial/Ethnic Group

RASON MALE FEMALE WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

College's Academic Reputation 17.7% 14.0% 15.8% 14.2% 12.7%

Parents, Friends, Counselor Adv ce 6.7 6.5 6.2 11.2 11.4

College's General Character 5.0 5.2 5.2 3.3 5.0

More Financial Aid, Here 2.8 2.8 2.4 6.6 8.9

Can Live at Home and Commute 21.2 21.1 20.9 28.7 19.0

College's Religious Affiliation 0.9 0.3 0.5 0.0 0.0

Desired Curriculum Here 15.6 19.4 18.0 13.5 16.5

'Could Best Afford This College 27.5 28.7 28.8 19.2 24.0

Only College That Admitted Me 2.4 1.5 1.9 2.6 2.5

Composition of Student Body 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.7 0.0

TABLE C-8

Primary Reason for At ending the College Where Enrolled

By Family Income Intervals

REASON

Less
than

$6,000

$6,000
to

$8,999

$ 9,000
to

$ 2,000

$12,000
to

$15,000

$15,000
to

$17,999

More
than

$18,000

College's Academic Reputation 10.9% 12.6% 11,6% 14.1% 16.5% 20.7%

Parents, Friends, Counselor
Advice 6.7 6 5 7.0 4.6 6.5 7.7

College's General Character 4.0 3.6 3.0 5.3 3.6 6.9

More Financial Aid Here 6.0 4.8 3.6 3.1 2.1 1.7

Can Liv,.1 at Home and Commute 28.3 22.5 20.2 19.9 18.8 19.5

College's Religious Affilia-
tion 0.4 1.1 0.9 0.5 0.5 0.4

Desired Curriculum Here 16.0 16.8 15.8 17.6 17.8 18.7

Could Best Afford This
College

Only College that Admitted Me
24.8
2.9

30.6
1.5

35.3
2.2

32.5
2.2

32.7
1.4

22.4
1.8

Composition of Student Body 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.7
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TABLE C-9

High School Grades

By Sex and Racial/Ethnic Group

MALE FEMALE WTITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Mostly A's 38.6% 60.3% 37.3% 17.5% 21.3%

Mostly B's 50.0 35.9 45.9 53.2 56.3

Mostly C's 10.6 3.7 15.6 28.3 22.4

Mostly D's 0.8 0.1 1.2 1.0 0.0

Approximate Mean* 87.7 90.6 86.9 83.7. 84.9

*the approximate mean Is calculated by assuming a numerical value

of 95 for A, 85 for B, 75 for C, and 65 for D.

TABLE C-10

Distribution of Grade-Point Average

By Segment

UNIVERSI_ STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

3.5 or Higher 23.4% 23.2% 18.2% 21.5%

2.5 to 3.4 59.6 63.7 54.7 61.3

1.5 to 2.4 16.5 13.0 26.5 17.1

Below 1.5 .5 .1 .5 .1

Mean 3.0 3.0 2.9 3.0



TABLE C-11

Distribution of Grade-Point Average

By Racial Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

3.5 or Above 23.5% 7.3% 10.6%

2.5 to 3.4 60.0 56.5 63.5

1.5 to 2.4 16.2 34.7 25.9

Below 1.5 .3 1.5

Mean 3.0 2.7 2.8

TABLE C-12

Distribution of Mean Grade-Point Average

By Segment and Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Rutgers 3.0 2.7 2.9

State Colleges 3.1 2.7 2.8

Community Colleges 2.9 2.7 2.7

Independent Colleges 3.0 2.7 2.9
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TABLE C-13

Distribution of Class Level

By Segment

UNIVERS TY STATE COMMUNITY INDEPENDENT

COLLEGES COLLEGES COLLEGES

Freshman 28.0% 15.7% 53.8% 23.1%

Sophomore 27.4 21.4 38.1 25.1

Junior 24.0 28.0 5.2 26.5

Senior 18.8 33.1 2.7 24.4

5th Year Undergraduate 1.8 1.7 .2 .9

TABLE C-14

Distribution of Class Level

By Racial/Ethnic Goup

BLACK PUERTO RICANWHITE

Freshman 27.9% 35.3% 33.7%

Sophomore 27.4 23.4 24.0

Junior 22.2 22.2 23.3

Senior 21.1 17.0 17.4

5th Year Undergraduate 1.3 2.1 1.2
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TABLE C-15

Academic Prog a s of Community College Students

TOTAL MALE FEMALE WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Non-Transfer

Business/Commerce 9.2% 7.0% 11.6% 9.8% 4.0% 0.0%

Data Processing 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.5 1.3 0.0

Health Services 10.7 3.3 18.6 10.6 10.7 0.0

Engineering Technology 4.2 7.6 0.5 4.6 1.3 0.0

Natural Sciences 1.3 1.5 1.2 1.6 0.0 0.0

Public Service 1.9 3.0 0.7 2.0 1.3 0.0

T ansfe

Liberal Xrts 30.0 27.2 33.0 30.9 29.3 12.5

Engineering Science 4.8 8.3 1.2 4.4 4.0 12.5

Business Administration 20.0 26.7 12.8 19.1 18.7 50.0

Other Programs 16.4 13.9 19.1 15.4 29.3 25.0

Doctorate
Masters
Bachelo
Associate
Non-Degree Ce

TABLE C-16

DistrthutIon of Degree Aspirations

By Segment

ficate

UNIVERSITY

28.1%
39.2

32.4

. 3

STATE
COLLEGES

17.8%
46.4
35.2

.3

.3
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COMMUNITY INDEPENDENT

COLLEGES COLLEGES

10.5%
27.4
33.0
27.0
2.2

23.7%
40.3
3.6

1.8

.7



TABLE C-17

Degree Aspirations

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Doctorate 20.9% 23.5% 20.9%

Masters 39-1 41.8 41.9

Bachelors 34.4 29.6 31.4

Associate 4.9 5.2 5.8

Non-Degree Certifi ate .7

TABLE C-I8

Planned Occupation After Graduati n

By Sex and Racial/Ethnic Group

OCCUPATION RALE FEMALE WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Clerical/Sales 4.2% 6.7% 5.3% 7.7% 9.1%

Craftsman/Technical 6.9 3.6 5.1 5.3 3.0

Homemaker 0.8 1.4 1.1 2.0 0.0

Laborer 1.5 0.4 0.9 1.2 1.5

Manager/Administr or 15.1 7.1 10.8 11.3 16.7

Service Worker 3.6 1.9 2.8 2.8 3.0

Professional 63.1 78.1 71.5 67.3 63.7

Proprietor 2.3 0.2 1.2 0.8 1.5

Operative 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

Military 2.2 0.5 1.2 1.6 1.5



TABLE C-19

Planned Occupation Afrr Graduation

By Family income

OCCUPATION

Less
than

$6,000

$6,000
to

$8,999

$9,000
to

$11,999

$12,000
to

$14,999

$15,000
to

$17,999

More
than

$18,000

Clerical/Sales 7.1% 6.3% 4.8% 4.8% 4.5% 5.9%

Craftsman/Technical 4.7 6.6 6.0 6.2 4.8 4.4

Homemaker 0.9 1.2 1.5 1.7 1.0 0.7

Laborer 1.6 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.6 1.0

Manager/Administrator 11.1 12.2 8.2 9.6 10.8 12.7

Service Worker 2.8 3.2 3.1 2.8 2.4 2.5

Professional 69.8 67.0 73.0 72.2 71.8 70.1

Proprietor 0.9 1.5 1.2 0.8 1.8 1.3

Operative 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1

Milirary 0.9 1.5 1.5 1.4 1.1 1.3

TABLE C-20

Preferred Area of Residence After Completion of Educational Programs

By Sex and Racial/Ethnic Groups

AREA MALE FEMALE WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

In New Jersey 30.5% 31.0% 29.8% 43.9% 48.2%

Mid-Atlantic State 6.5 8.7 7.9 5.6 6.3

New England State 5.0 5.2 5.7 0.0 0.0

Mid-West State 2.0 1.7 1.8 2.3 1.3

Some Other State 15.9 12.9 14.7 13.2 8.8

Foreign Country 3.5 2.9 2.6 2.5

Undecided 36.8 37.0 37.2 32.4 31.3
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Preferred

TABLE C-2I

rea of Residence After Completion of Ed

By Family Income Intervals

ional Progr

AREA

Less $6,000 $9,000 $12,000 $15,000 More

than to to to to than

$6,000 $8,999 $11,999 $14,999 $17,999 $18,000

In New Jersey 41.6% 37.5% 34.7% 30.8% 28.0% 24.7%

Mid-Atlantic State 6=3 6.3 6.1 6.9 9.1 8.9

New England State 2.7 4.2 5.1 5.6 4.7 6.3

Mid-West State 0.9 1.7 3.0 1.5 2.0 2.0

Some Other State 10.3 11.9 15.2 15.1 13.7 16.0

Foreign Country 3.6 3.' 3.6 2.9 2.7 3.9

Undecided 34.6 35.2 32.3 37.2 39.8 38.2

TABLE C-22

Primary Reason For Not Staying in New Jersey

After Completing Education

By Sex and Racial/Ethnic Group

REASON MALE FEMALE WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Absence of Job

Opportunities 16.9% 20.6% 18.5% 23.4% 26.5%

Location of Spouse

or Parents 4.1 10.4 7.1 6.3 5.9

Soclal Environment
of New Jersey 25.0 20.9 23.5 18.4 8.8

Geography or Clima
of New Jersey 23.2 18.3 21.8 10.1 17.6

Higher Salaries
Elsewhere 5.1 3.6 3.8 13.3 8.8

Some Other Reason 25.7 26.2 25.3 28.5 32.4
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TABLE

Primary Reason for Not Staying in New Jersev
After Completing Education

-Family Income Intervals

REASON

Less
than

$6,000

$6,000
to

$8,999

$ 9,000
to

$11,999

$12,000
to

$14,999

$15,000
to

$17,999

More
than

$18,000

Absence of Job
Opportunities 22.0Z 22.3% 19.6% 19.9% 19.7% 15.97,

Location of Spouse
Parents 3.1 7.0 5.9 5.6 6.9 9.2

Social Environment
of New Jersey 23.8 242 21.7 22.7 21.5 23.9

Geography or Climate
of New Jersey 14.2 16.3 22.8 21.0 23.8 21.6

Higher Salaries
Elsewhere 6.4 7.0 3.2 4.3 4.7 3.6

Some Other Reason 30.5 23.2 26.8 26.5 23.4 23.8
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TABLE D-1

Distribution of Books and Supplies Expen

By Sogment

IVERSITY STATE

COLLEGES

COMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDEN
COLLEGES

$1 t:o $200 75.4% 81.2% 83.0% 70.4%

$201 to $400 '2.8 17.1 13.3 25.6

8401 to WO 1.5 1.2 1.7 3.0

$601 to $1,000 .3 .4 .8 .8

$1,001 and above .1 .2 .3

Mean $155 $144 $143 $171

TABLE D-2

Distribution of Books and Supplies

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK - PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 77.8% 74.5% 78.6%

$201 to 400 19.9 22.7 15.5

$401 to $600 1.6 1.9 4.8

$601 to $1,000 .5 .6 1.2

$1,001 and above .1 .3

Mean $151 $158
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TABLE D-3

Place of Residence

By Racial/Ethnic Group

14LITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Parentg or _1;1 t ive s 45.07 30.1% 41

On-Campus 35.2 29.2 39.5

1-Campus 19.8 40.7 18.6

TABLE D-4

Distribution of Room and Board Expe

By Segment

RCITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

$1 to $200 3 9 7.64 23.5% 2.97_:

$201 to $400 2.8 5.5 10.2 9.8

$401 to $600 4.3 10.3 5.6. 4.2

$601 to $1,000 25.9 28.4 14.9 20.4

$1,001 to $1,500 46.3 27.1 14.2 30.1

$1,501 to $2,000 10.8 9.6 8.7 25.7

$2,001 to $2,500 2.8 4.0 8.4 7.7

$2,501 to $3,000 1.9 2.5 6.2 3.2

$3,001 and above 1.9 4.9 8.4 2.9

Mean $1,142 $1,182 $1,385
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TABLE D-5

Distribution of Room and Board Expense

By Racial/Ethnic Group

VHITE SLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 5.7% 5.1% 3.8%

201 to OCD 4.0 3.7 1.9

$401 to $600 5.5 5.1 5.7

$601 to $1,000 24.1 25.2 32.1

$1,001 to $1,500 37.5 28.0 35.8

$1,501 to $2,000 13.2 14.5 5.7

$2,001 to $2,500 4.5 6.5 13.2

$2,501 to $3,000 2.4 6.1 1.9

$3,001 and above 3.1 5.6

Mean $1,212

TABLE D-6

Distribution of ilc,,om and Board Expense-

By Dependency Status

Dependent Single
At Home Away

Independent
Single Married

$1 to $200 30.3% 1.3% 1.0% 1.1%

$201 to $400 13.0 2.1 1.5 2.6

$401 to $600 10.4 5.0 6.1 .4

$601 to $1,000 21.4 27.4 24.5 6.7

1,001 to $1,500 16.0 44.6 31.6 13.9

$1,501 to $2,000 5.2 14.4 18.9 15.0

$2,001 to $2,500 2.2 3.6 8.7 14.6

$2,501 to $3,000 .6 1.1 5.1 18 0

$3,001 and above .9 .6 2.6 27.7

Mean $681 $1,191 $1,383 $2,293
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TABLE -7

Method of Travel to Campus

By Sogment

UNIVERSITY STATE

COLLEGES

COMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

Walk 35.1 16.9% 3.2% 43.6%

Automobile 39.6 68.7 84.3 48.2

Public Transportation 12.1 8.2 5.9 4.6

Car Pool 1.6 3.8 3.0 1,3

Bicycle/Motorcycle 2.0 1.0 1.9 1.6

College Bus 9.3 .3 .8 .1

Hitchhike .3 1.0 .8 .6

TABLE D-8

Distribution of Distance of Residence from Campus

By Segment

STATE

COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

UNIVERSITY

On-Campus 40.5% 13.1% 2.5% 52.6%

Under 1 mile 8.5 7.9 3.3 5.3

1 - 3 miles 9.6 9.9 10.4 7.4

3 - 5 miles 7.0 9.7 13.2 4.5

5 - 10 miles 10.9 15.6 27.8 9.3

10 - 15 miles 8.6 17.1 21.5 8.2

15 - 25 miles 8.4 17.0 15.2 7.9

25 miles or more 6.6 9.7. 6.1 4.9

Mean Distance (miles) 10.2 11.8 10.7 10.8
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TABLE D-9

Dilsrihution of Transportation Expcnse

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE COMMUNITY INDEPENDENT

COLLEGES COLLEGES COLLEGES

SI to S200
$201 to $400
5401 to $600
S601 to $1,000
$1,001 to $1,500
$1,501 and above

59.97 46.47", 51.17,

23.4 30.9 26.8

10.7 13.4 12.8

4.9 7.0 6.7

.8 1.6 1.1

.3 .7 .5

S2271 SlCIS

59.3-
22.1

11.3

5.8

1.1

.4

$?84 $249

TABLE D-10

Mean Transportation Expense

By Method of Travel

UNIVERSITY STATE COMUNITY INDEPENDENT

COLLEGES COLLEGES COLLEGES

Walk/Hitchhike
Automobile
Public Transporta
Car Pool
College Bus
Other

$149
328

231

280
156
223

1

$177
326

227

359

400
187

$223
291

243
236

200
273

$194
304

198
183
100
323



Distribution of Tronspc':Litin Expensu

Racial/Ethnic C;rout)

MUTE BLACK PUERT RICA

$1 to 3200 519::: 56.7 60.0';

9201 to 3400 25.6 27.1 25.0

$01 to $o00 11.9 10.8 7.5

5601 to sl,noo 5.7 4.9 6.3

51,001 to 51,500 1.3 1.0 1.3

S1,501 m-IA above ..5
__

MAn $262 $'43 5238

TABLE D-12

Dist -iburion of Clothing, Recreation, and Incidentals Expense

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

$1 to $200 36.6% 36.9% 43.2% 32.5%

5201 to $400 33.2 30.5 26.1 31.9

$401 to $600 18.3 16.7 15.5 17.4

$601 to $1,000 8.6 9.1 8.8 12.3

51,001 to $1,500 2.3 3.8 3.5 3.4

$1,501 to $2,000 .8 1.9 1.5 1.1

$2,001 to $2,500 .4 .5 .4

$2,501 to $3,000 .1 .2 .4

53,001 and above .1 .4 .6 .7

Mean $348 $397 5380 $418
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D-13

i:-,tribut±on of Clothing, Recreation,

and Incident is Exner.se

cill/Ethnic Croup

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 37.1% 30.91, 38.E
$201 to $400 31.4 29.0 32.1

$401 to $600 17.4 19.2 14.8

$601 co $1,000 9.7 11.7 7.L

$1,001 to $1,500 2.8 6.6 2.5

$1,501 to $2,000 1.3 3.7

$2,001 to $2,500 .6 7.7

$2,501 to $3,000 .6 g

$3,001 and above .4

Mean $373 $444 $391

TABLE D-14

Distribution of Clothing, Recreation,

and Incidentals Expense

By Dependency Status

Single
Af.my

Independent
Single Married

Dependent
At Home

$1 to $200 39.5% 37.4% 24 3% 30.1%

$201 to $400 29.0 33.9 32.1 27.0

$401 to $600 17.3 17.5 18.3 17.5

$601 to $1,000 9.1 8.1 14.7 13.9

$1,001 to $1,500 2.8 2.2 6.0 6.1

$1,501 to $2,000 1,4 .6 3.2 2.0

$2,001 to $2,500 .2 .2 .9

$2,501 to $3,000 .2 .1 .7

$3,001 and above .3
1.8

Mean $370 7 $500 $523



APPENDIX E

SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES FOR CHAPTER V

1 3



TABLE E-1

Distribution of Parental Income

By Ra a /Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Under $3,000 3.17, 19.8% 11.1%

$3,000 to $5,999 4.4 17.8 14.8

$6,000 to $7,499 3.5 11.2 11.1

$7,500 to $8,999 4.9 8.3 8.6

$9,000 to $11,999 13.1 13.9 17.3

$12,000 to $14,999 17.7 U.') 11.1

$15,000 to $17,999 14.4 6.6 8.6

$18,000 to $20,999 12.2 3.3 1.2

$21,000 to $24,999 10.0 5.0 4.9

$25,000 and above 16.8 3.0 11.1

Mean $16,736 $9,270 $_ 747

TABLE E-2

DistLibution of Spouse Contribution

By Segment

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None' 93.6% 88.4% 89 37 95.6%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 9.2% 7.2% 16.8% 12.5%

$201 to $400 8.6 4.2 11.2 6.3

$401 to $600 8.0 5.4 9.3 10.4

$601 to $1,000 8.0 19.9 15.0 12.5

$1,001 to $1,500 10.4 13.9 5.6 6.3

$1,501 to $2,000 4.3 7.2 2.8 6.3

$2,001 to $2,500 3.7 4.2 5.6 6.3

$2,501 to $3,000 6.7 3.6 1.9 2.1

$3,001 and above 41.1 34.3 31.8 37.5

Mean, Those Reporting Any $2,051 $1,902 $1,626 $1,881

Mean, A11 Respondents $132 $126 $174 $84
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TABLE E-3

Distribution of Self Supporting Student Income

ia 'Ethnic Or up

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Under $7,500 72.0% 73.4% 76.0%

$7,501 to $8,999 5.2 5.5 6.9

$9,000 to $11,999 5.7 5.5 6.9

$12,000 to $14,999 5.3 8,3 0.0

$15,000 to $17,999 4.1 3.3 3.4

$18,000 to $20,999 2.4 1=7 3.4

S2i,000 to $24,999 1.5 1.1 3.4

$25,000 to .--27,999 1.4 0.6 0.0

$28,000 to $30,999 0.9 0.0 0.0

$31,000 and above 1.5 0.6 0.0

Mean $6,921 $7 067 $6,361

TABLE E-4

Distribution of Summer Earnings

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE

COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 11.8% 16.6% 24.1% 14.7%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 4.9% 5.1% 7.4% 5.9%

$201 to $400 10.3 12.6 12.1 9.1

$401 to $600 15.6 17.1 18.2 13.3

$601 to $1,000 25.9 28.0 19.9 27.3

$1,001 to $1,500 22.7 16.8 14.4 21.9

$1,501 to $2,000 10.3 6.9 9.5 10.2

$2,001 to $2,500 4.9 3.4 4.7 5.3

$2,501 to $3,000 1.4 3.3 4.6 3.0

$3,001 and above 3.1 6.8 9.2 3.9

Mean, Those Reporting Any $ ,063 $1,080 $1,175 $1,103

Mean, All Respondents $938 $901 $892 $941
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TABLE E-5

Distribution of Summer Earnings

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200

13.5%

5.1%

32.8%

11.8%

29.0%

6.6%

$201 to $400 10.6 17.2 18.0

$401 to $600 15.7 15.8 26.2

$601 to $1,000 25.9 18.1 21.3

$1,001 to $1,500 20.6 14.0 11.5

$1,501 to $2,000 9.6 8.1 6.6

$2,001 to $2,500 4.7 .9 9.8

$2,501 to $3,000 3.2 2.3

$3,001 and abov2 4.7 11.8

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,097 $1,086 $842

Mean, All Respondents $949 $729 $597

TABLE E-6

Distribution of Veterans Benefits

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 97.0% 93.7% 87.8% 96.7%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 7.8% 1.6% 2.8%

$201 to $400 2.6 7.8 9.8

$401 to $600 1.3 2.2 4.9 2.8

$601 to $1,000 2.6 3.3 2.5 5.6

$1,001 to $1,500 3.9 3.3 5.7 5.6

$1,501 to $2,000 11.7 7.8 5.7 22.2

$2,001 to $2,500 32.5 24.4 19.7 19.4

$2,501 to $3,000 24.7 23.3 23.8 25.0

$3,001 and above 13.0 27.8 26.2 16.7

Mean, Those Reporting Any $2,160 $2,403 $2,262 $2,228
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TABLE E-7

Distribution of Social Security Benefits

'By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 92.8% 92.7% 92.3% 91.7%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 16.5% 15.1% 16.9% 8.9%

$201 to $400 7.7 5.4 14.3 5.6

$401 to $600 11.0 9.7 6.5 6.7

$601 to $1,000 25.3 18.3 11.7 16.7

$1,001 to $1,500 17.0 15.1 22.1 32.2

$1,501 to $2,000 13.7 23.7 16.9 14.4

$2,001 to $2,500 4.9 10.8 9.1 10.0

$2,501 to $3,000 2.2 1.3 2.2

$3,001 and above 1.0 2.2 1.3 3.3

Mean, Those Reporting Any $979 $1,145 $1,043 $1,251

TABLE E-8

Distribution of Welfare Pa-_-_ents

By Segment

STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

UNIVERSITY

None 98.9% 99.1% 95.7% 99.1%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 29.6% 27.3% 14 0% 40.0%

$201 to $400 11.1 9.1 11.6

$401 to $600 3.7 18.2 7.0 30.0

$601 to $1,000. 7.4 9.3 10.0

$1,001 to $1,500 3.7 7.0

$1,501 to $2,000 11.1 14.0

$2,001 to $2,500 11.1 27.3 7.0

$2,501 to $3,000 18.5 18.2 14.0 10.0
$3,001 and above 3.7 16.3 10.0

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,270 $1,386 $600 $895
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TABLE E-9

Distribut on of Vocational Rehab litation Benefits

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 99.7% 99.1% 98.4% 99.6%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 12.5% 25.0% 6.3% 25.0%

$201 to $400 16.7 6.3

$401 to $600 25.0 58.3 37.5

$601 to $1,000 50.0 18.8 25.0

$1,001 to $1,500 -- 25.0

$1,501 to $2,000 12.5 6.3

$2,001 to $2,500 25.0

$2,501 to $3,000
$3,001 and above

Mean, Those Reporting Any $756 $625 $784 $1,225

TABLE E-10

Distribution of Other Benefits

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 97.9% 97.4% 96.7% 97.8%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 22.6% 39.4% 33.3%

$201 to $400 20.8 18.2 15.2 20.8

$401 to $600 17.0 12.1 21.2 16.7

$601 to $1,000 17.0 15.2 15.2 16.7

$1,001 to $1,500 5.7 6.1 4.2

$1,501 to $2,000 7.5 20.8

$2,001 to $2,500 7.5 3.0 9.1 --

$2,501 to $3,000 1.9 3.0 6.1 8.3

$3,001 and above 3.0 4.2

Mean, Those Reporting Any $730 $609 $677 $1 079



TABLE E-11

Distribution of Total Benefits

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 87.5% 82.7% 75.5% 86.1%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 14.8% 9.5% 10.2% 8.77

$201 to $400 6.9 8.1 7.8 4.0

$401 to $600 8.8 5.9 5.3 6.7

$601 to $1,000 18.3 13.6 7.3 12.7

$1,001 to $1,500 10.4 9.0 11.0 21.3

$1,501 to $2,000 13.2 14.0 9.8 16.7

$2,001 to $2,500 12.9 15.8 13.9 11.3

$2,501 to $3,000 8.8 10.9 15.9 10.0

$3,001 and above 5.6 13.2 18.7 8.7

Mean Those Reporting Any $1,324 $1,623 $1,835 $1,535

Mean, All Respondents $165 $281 $450 $213

TABLE E-12

Distribution of Total Benefits

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WRITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None .

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200

85.4%

10.9%

71.1%

13.7%

73.3%

17.4%

$201 to $400 7.0 6.3 4.3

$401 to $600 6.2 8.4 8.7

$601 to $1,000 13.8 11.6 13.0

$1,001 to $1,500 12.5 6.3 4.3

$1,501 to $2,000 13.7 8.4 13.0

$2,001 to $2,500 14.4 9.5 17.4

$2,501 to $3,000 10.3 21.1 8.7

$3,001 and above 11.1 13.7 8.7

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,557 $1,707 $1,667

Mean, All Respondents $228 $493 $446
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TABLE F-1

Responses to "Did You Apply for Financial Aid at Your
institution for this Academic Year?"

by Family Income Intervals

LESS $6,000 $9,000 $12,000 $15,000 MORE

RESPONSE THAN to to to to THAN

$6,000 $8,999 $11,999 $14,999 $17,999 $18,000

No 25.7 41.6 43.7 51.0 56.0 69.6

Yes, and Aid Was Granted 64.3 45.4 42.4 30.6 27.9 16.4

Yes, but Was Ineligible 6.0 10.2 11.9 14.6 14.4 12.9

Yes, but Funds Were 4.0 2.8 2.0 3.8 1.7 1.1

Unavailable

TABLE F-2

Reasons for Fa_ling to Apply for,State Financial Aid

by Calculated Financial Need

LESS
THAN
$400

$400
to

$1,000

$1,001
to

$1,500

$1,501
to

$2,000

$2,001
to

$2,500

MORE
THAN
$2,500

Unaware of State Programs 17.5% 23.6% 22.3% 24.2% 27.9% 32.7%

High Schdol Advised Me
Not to 1.9 0.9 4.5 2.4 5.9 4.&

Believed Grades Were Too
Poor 9.6 7.3 6.1 7.3 16.2 8.2

Believed Income Was Too
High 46.9 41.7 38.5 33.1 33.8 27.9

Missed Application
Deadline 1.9 2.4 6.1 6.5 1.5 1.4

Failed to Take S.A.T. 1.2 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Didn't Plan to Attend
College 9.9 10.3 15.1 12.9 4.4 14.2

Did Not Need Financial Aid 11.1 13.5 7.3 13.6 10.3 10.8
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TABLE F-3

Reasons for Failing to Apply for State Financial Aid

hy Family Income Intervals

LESS
THAN
$6,000

$6,000
to

$8,999

$4,000
to

$11,499

$12,000
to

$14,999

$15,000
to

$17,999

MORE
THAN

$18,000

Unaware of State Programs 42.7% 36.1% 26.4% 19.9% 17.3% 9.8%

High School Advised Me
Not To 3.3 4.3 2.9 2.2 3.0 1.6

Believed Grades Were
Too Poor 5.2 10.3 10.7 9.1 7.1 4.6

Believed Income Was
Too High 9.4 17.6 23.8 38.1 47.3 60.0

Missed Application
Deadline 4.7 4.7 4.6 5.4 3.3 1.0

Failed to Take S.A.T. 0.5 0.9 1.3 0.2 0.9 0.0

Didn't Plan to Attend
College 24.3 15.4 14.0 7.6 7.7 4.3

Did Not Need Financial
Aid 9.9 10.7 16.3 17.5 13.4 18.7

TABLE F-4

Distribution of B.E.O.G.

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE

COLLEGES

COMMUNITY

COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT

COLLEGES

None

Of Those Reporting Any

92.6% 92.8% 91.1% 92.5%

$1 to $200 16.5% 21.4% 9.0% 14.8%

$201 to $400 21.3 17.5 20.2 13.6

$401 to $600 22.9 22.3 23.6 21.0

$601 to $1,000 27.1 23.3 44.9 30.9

$1,001 to $1,500 11.2 15.5 2.2 18.5

$1,501 and Above 1.1 1.2

an, Those Reporting Any $570 $566 $575 $661
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TABLE F-5

Dist ibution of Non-Resident Tuition Waiver

By Segment

UNIVERS STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 99.3% 98.7% 96.0% 99.2%
Of Those Repo _ng Any
$1 to $200 35.3% 42.1% 32.5% 11.1%
$201 to $400 17.6 15.8 37.5 22.2
$401 to $600 11.8 26.3 17.5 22.2
$601 to $1,000 23.5 15.8 5.0 11.1
$1,001 to $1,500 11.8
$1,501 and above 7.5 33.3

Mean, Those Reporting Any $482 $347 $404 $861

TABLE F-6

Distribution of State Scholarsh p

By Segment

UNIVE _ITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 74.7% 78.2% 86.7% 79.1%
Of Those Report ng Any
$1 to $200 19.9% 36.1% 12.8% 5.3
$201 to $400 5.0 6.7 25.6 9.3
$401 to $600 41.1 36.7 34.6 12.4
$601 to $1,000 25.9 16.0 22.6 42.5
$1,001 to $1,500 5.9 2.9 2.3 17.3
$1,501 to $2,000 1.2 1.3 .8 6.2
$2,001 to $2,500 .5 .8 4.4
$2,501 to $3,000 .2 .8 1.8
$3,001 and Above .3 .3 .9

Mean, Those Repo- ing Any $569 $437 $522 $938
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TABLE F-7

Distribution of S.E.O.G.

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 95.4% 97.1% 97.9% 98.0%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 26.1% 31.7% 38.1% 22.7%

$201 to $400 33.0 24.4 28.6 13.6

$401 to $600 26.1 31.7 19.0 18.2

$601 to $1,000 13.0 12.2 4.8 22.7

$1,001 to $1,500 .9 4.8 18.2

$1,501 and Above .9 4.8 4.5

Mean, Those Report ng Any $386 $361 $400 $643

TABLE F-8

DistributIon of Institutional Scholarships

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 93.8% 98.6% 97.2% 77.6%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 27.4% 40.0% 42.9% 2.5%

$201 to $400 30.6 20.0 17.9 8.7

$401 to $600 21.0 20.0 25.0 15.7

$601 to $1,000 10.8 15.0 3.0 24.8

$1,001 to $1,500 8.3 5.0 7.1 20.7

$1,501 to $2,000 1.3 9.9

$2,001 to $2,500 .6 3.6 6.2

$2,501 to $3,000
4.5

$3,001 and Above
7.0

Mean, Those Reporting Any $451 $.383 $420 $1,248
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TABLE F-9

Dstr1but1on of Other Federal Scholarships

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 98.0% 98.7% 97.9% 98.6%

Of Those Repot ing Any
$1 to $200 16.3% 31.6% 14.3% 20.0%

$201 to $400 18.4 10.5 19.0 6.7

$401 to $600 24.5 10.5 19.0 26.7

$601 to $1,000 24.5 47.4 28.6 13.3

$1,001 to $1,500 10.2 - 13.3

$1,501 to $2,000 4.1 4.8 13.3

$2,001 to $2,500 2.0 6.7

$2,501 to $3,000 9.5

$3,001 and Above 4.8

Mean, Those Reporting Any $635 $495 $907 $863

TABLE F-10

DIstribution of Other Scholarships

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 91.3% 94.62 95.8% 91.0%

Of Those Repo ing'Any

$1 to $200 30.5% 39.7% 33.3% 15.5%

$201 to $400 18.6 21.8 26.2 15.5

$401 to $600 24.5 16.7 11.9 16.5

$601 to $1,000 16.8 15.4 14.3 12.4

$1,001 to $1,500 3.2 3.8 -_ 21.6

$1,501 to $2,000 1.8 -- 2.4 6.2

$2,001 to $2,500 2.3 2.6 2.4 4.1

$2,501 to $3,000 .9
-- 1.0

$3,001 and Above 1.4 -- 9.5 7.2

Mean, Those Reporting Any $539 $417 $714 $996
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TABLE F-II

Distribution of Total Scholarships and Grants

By Racial/- h ic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Reporting Any

67.5% 36.5% 37.2%

$1 to $200 19.6% 5.3% 5.6%

$201 to $400 10.4 8.6 5.6

$401 to $600 24.7 10,5 9.3

$601 to $1,000 19.8 22.0 20.4

$1,001 to $1,500 11.9 17.7 18.5

$1,501 to $2,000 6.2 13.9 22.2

$2,001 to $2,500 3.8 10.5 7.4

$2,501 to $3,000 1.5 4.3 3.7

$3,001 and Above 2.2 7,2 7.5

Mean, Those Reporting Any $794 $1,353 $1,435

Mean, All Respondents $258 $ 860 $ 901

TABLE F-12

DIstribution of N.D.S.L.

By Si2gment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 86.8% 92.6% 96.9% 85.8%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 8.3% 6.6% 41.9% 6.5%

$201 to $400 28.9 30.2 12.9 13.6

$401 to $600 22.3 30.2 12.9 25.3

$601 to $1,000 31.5 27.4 16.1 38.3

$1,001 to $1,500 6.8 3.8 12.9 12.3

$1,501 and Above 2.1 1.9 3.2 3.9

Mean, Those Reporting Any $581 $547 $492 $703
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TABLE P-13

Distribution of LEEP, Nursing or Health Professions Loans

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 98.9% 99.1% 98.5% 99.4%
Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 7.1% 25.0% 20.0%
$201 to $400 28.6 25.0 6.7
$401 to $600 21.4 50.0 33.3 50.0
$601 to $1,000 21.4 6.7 33.3
$1,001 to $1,500 14.3 26.7

$1,501 to $2,000 -- 16.7
$2,001 to $2,500 3.6 6.7
$2,501 to $3,000 --
$3,001 and Above 3.6

Mean, Those Reporting Any $755 $600 $743 $1,192

TABLE F-I4

Distribution of F.I.S.L.

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 89.0% 88.9% 94.6% 81.5%

Of Those Reporting
$1 to $200 --% --% 7. 47. .5%

$201 to $400 4.3 1.3 11.1 --

$401 to $600 4.3 10.1 14.8 3.5

$601 to $1,000 26.2 28.3 11.1 24.5

$1,001 to $1,500 35.8 28.9 25.9 33.5

$1,501 to $2,000 16.5 20.1 18.5 19.0

$2,001 to $2,500 9.3 5.0 7.4 11.5

$2,501 to $3,000 .4 2.5 1.9 2.5

$3,001 and Above 3.2 3.8 1.9 5.0

Mean, Those Reporting Any ,309 $1,134 $1,468
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TABL' F-15

Distribution of Institutional Long-Term Loans

By Segment

VERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 99.1% 99.4% 98.6% 97.5%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 4.5% 22.2% 7.1% 7.4%

$201 to $400 13.6 22.2 35.7 7.4

$401 to $600 13.6 -- 14.3 3.7

$601 to $1,000 27.3 55.6 21.4 55.6

$1,001 to $1,500 27.3 25.9

$1,501 and Above 13.6 21.4

Mean, Those Reporting Any $911 $872 $732 $817

TABLE F-I6

_ution of Other Loans

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 96 97.4% 96.1% 95.6%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to-$200 9.1% 15.8% 12.8% 6.3%

$201 to $400 22.2 13.2 17.9 4.2

$401 to $600 12.1 13.2 25.6 16.7

$601 to $1,000 26.3 23.7 15.4 10.4

$1,001 to $1,500 14.1 7.9 2.6 27.1

$1,501 to $2,000 10.1 7.9 7.7 18.8

$2,001 to $2,500 3.0 7.9 2.6 4.2

$2,501 to $3,000 2.6 5.1 4.2

$3,001 and Above 3.0 7.9 10.3 8.3

Mean, Those Reporting Any $874 $1,074 $1,042 $1,352
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TABLE F-17

Di- ribution of Total Current Bor o-ing

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 76.8% 56.8% 69.8%
Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 4.1% 7.7% 7.7%
$201 to $400 10.0 16.2 30.8
$401 to $600 12.5 22.5 15.4
$601 to $1,000 27.4 21.1 19.2
$1,001 to $1,500 20.2 9.2 19.2
$1,501 to $2,000 13.4 9.9
$2,001 to $2,500 6.4 7.0 3.8
$2,501 to $3,000 1.9 2.1
$3,001 and Above 4.2 4.2 3.8

Mean, Those Reporting AnY $1,148 $1,026 $ 840

Mean, All Respondents $266 $443 $254

TABLE F-18

Distribution of Hours of Term-Time Work

By Racial/Ethnic Group

;CITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 41.7% 49.2% 47.7%
1 - 5 7.5 4.6 8.1
6 - 10 10.9 11.0 11.6
11 - 15 12.6 9.8 14.0
16 - 20 12.5 7.6 8.1
21 - 25 6.6 3.4 5.8
26 - 30 3.5 3.4
31 and Above 4.7 11.0 4.7

Mean (in Hou- 15.7 18.2 14.2
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TABLE F-I9

Distribution of Term-Time College Work-Study

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE COMMUNITY
COLLEGES COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None
Of Those Reportin- Any
$1 to $200
$201 to $400
$401 to $600
$601 to $1,000

94.0%

13.8%
31.6

31.6
17.8

90.7%

18.07.

21.1
22.6

32.3

90.5%

34.7%
14.7
23.2
11.6

89.1%

18.0%
25.2
26.1

26.1
$1,001 to $1,500 2.6 4.5 10.5 .9

$1,501 to $2,000 2.0 2.1 1.8
$2,001 to $2,500 .7 .8 .9

$2,501 to $3,000 -- 2.1 --
$3,001 and Above .8 1.1 .9

Mean, Those Reportin- Any $491 $552 $551 $528

TABLE F-20

Distribution of Term-Time Assistantships

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 98.7% 97.1% 96.8% 96.5%

Of Those Reporting. Any
$1 to $200 25.0% 51.2% 43.8% 50.0%

$201 to $400 6.3 9.8 25.0 16.7

$401 to $600 15.6 12.2 3.1 13.9

$601 to $1,000 28.1 7.3 6.3 13.9

$1,001 to $1,500 15.6 -- 6.3

$1,501 to $2,000 3.1 7.3 3.1 2.8

$2,001 to $2,500 3.1 2.4

$2,501 to $3,000 4.9 6.3

$3,001 and above 3.1 4.9 6.3 2.8

Mean, Those Reporting Any $777 $688 $708 $426
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TABLE F-2I

Distribution of Other On-Campus Term-Time Employment

By Segment

UNITERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 87.4% 93.3% 94.9% 76.4%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 40.2% 41.7% 31.4% 44.6%

$201 to $400 20.2 18.8 21.6 20.4

$401 to $600 19.3 17.7 11.8 18.8

$601 to $1,000 11.2 10.4 11.8 7.9

$1,001 to $1,500 4.4 5.2 9.8 3.8

$1,501 to $2,000 2.5 3.1 3.9 3.3

$2,001 to $2.500 .6 1.0 2.0 .4

$2,501 to $3,000 .6 1.0 2.0 .4

$3,001 and Above .9 1.0 5.9 .4

Mean, Those Reporting Any $449 $478 $744 $404

TABLE F-22

Distribution of Other T m-Time Employment

By Segment

UNIVERSITY STATE
COLLEGES

COMMUNITY
COLLEGES

INDEPENDENT
COLLEGES

None 56.7% 37.5% 38.7% 54.8%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 20.2% 12.6% 14.0% 19.6%

$201 to $400 13.3 11.5 11.6 11.5

$401 to $600 11.5 10.6 10.9 12.6

$601 to $1,000 18.3 16.4 17.0 16.1

$1,001 to $1,500 10.9 11.7 14.0 13.7

$1,501 to $2,000 8.6 10.1 6.0 8.9

$2,001 to $2,500 5.2 6.1 5.7 4.8

$2,501 to $3,000 4.4 5.3 5.2 4.6

$3,001 and Above 7.6 15.7 15.5 8.3

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,055 $1,389 $1,335 $1,095

152



APPENDIX G
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TABLE G-I

Rutgers Distribution of Academic Program

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Aultural Science 9.97 -T
,,, --Z

iti.=;iriess Administration 9.3 7.4 I8.3

Humunities/Social Science 29.6 39.0 24,2

Physie=ti and Life Science/

Mathematics 17.6 8.8 18.2

Engineering/Architecture 12,7 .7 15.2

Education 6.3 11.8 3.0

Nursing 6.3 14.0 3.0

Health Professions 11.6 11.8 9.1

Taw .7 4.4 3.0

!Thdeclared Major/Other .3 2.2 6.1

TABLE C-2

Rutgers Distribution of Class Level

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Freshman 28.0% 24,8% 38.2%

Sophomore 27.7 19.0 29.4

mnior 23.5 32.1 20.6

-;enior 19.1 21.2 8.8

5th Year Undergraduate 1.7 2.9 2.9
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TA'3T.2 (7-7i

Rutgers _ stribution of Degree AspiratLms

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Doctorate 27.3% 23.5% 29.4%

Masters 39.2 46.3 44.1

Bachelors 33.3 30.1 26.5

Associate --

Non-Degree Certificate .3

TABLE G-4

Primary Reasons for Attending the College Where Enrolled

By Sex and Division
Rutgers

MALES FEMALES
LOWER
DIVISION

UPPER
DIVISION

College's Academic Reputation 20.5% 20.0% 20.9% 19.5%

Parents, Friends, Counselor Advice 4.9 5.7 6.1 4.3

Coliege's General Character 3.9 4.1 3.6 6

Moro Financial Aid Here 2.2 2.4 2.1 2.7

Can Lfve at Home and Commute 14.1 12.3 12.3 14.3

College's Religious Affiliation 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.4

Desired Curriculum Here 16.8 19.1 19.1 16.4

Could Best Afford this College 35.2 34.2 33.6 36.0

Only College that Admitted Me 2.0 1.3 7.8 1.4

Composition of Student Body 0.2 0.7 0.4 n.4



Primar Rea-ons _o_ Attending the College Where Enrolled

By Family Income
Rutgers

!-!flEE

THAN
$7,r:!0n

UNDER
$6,000

$6,000
to

88,999

S 9,000
to

$12,999

$12,000
to

$14,999

$15,000
E0

$18,000

College's Academic
Reputation 13.9% 19.3% 15.5% 17=8% 21_8% 24.0;;

Parents, Friends,
Counselors Advice 5.7 5.8 5.5 2.9 5.4 6.3

Colle::,.e's General

Character 5.9 2.4 3.6 3.8 3.1 4,8

More Financial Aid
Here 7.7 6.3 2.6 1.9 1.4 0.6

Can Live at Home
and Commute 19.6 14.5 15.2 13.2 11.0 10.4

College's Religious
,cc,t,_,, _,,,it,la-Toa 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.1

Desired Curriculum
Heie 15.5 15.5 18.1 17.8 17.8 19,4

Could Best Afford
This College 27.8 32.8 37.5 41.0 37.8 32.2

Only College that
Admitted Me 4.1 2.4 1.0 1.4 1.1 1.5

Composition of
Student Body 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.2 0.0 0.7

TABLE C-6

Student Choices of Institutional Types
if Paying for an Education Were Not a Problem

By Sex and Division
Rutgers

WOULD CHOOSE MALES FEMALES
LOWER

DIVISION
UPPER

DIVISION

Public Two-Year 0.6% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5%

Private Two-Year 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.4

Private Vo-Tech 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.6

Public Four-Year 8.1 8.3 9.2 6.8

Private Four-Year 20.4 22.8 23.6 19.1

Public University 34.0 31.0 30.2 35.3

Private University 35.8 36.7 35.6 37.3



TABLE G-7

udent Choice ef InstitutIonal Types
If Paving for an Education Were Not a Problem

Family Income
Rutgers

Worm CHOOSE

LESS
THAN
$6,000

$6,000
to

38,999

$ 9,000
to

$11,999

$12,000
to

$14.999

$15,000
to

$17,999

MORE
TRAN
$18,000

Public TwYear 1.4% 0.6% 0.5% 0.9% 0=17;

Private Iwo-Year 0.5 1.0 0.6 0.0 0=6 0.1

Private Vo-Tech 2.1 1.0 1.0 1=0 0.0 0.2

Public Four-Year 9.9 9.1 7.5 7.0 7.7 8.5

Pr ivite Four-Year 16.1 23.1 19.8 21.7 25.1 21.3

Public University 36.5 31.3 36.7 30.8 29.1 32.9'

Private Univer-
sity 34.9 33.1 33.8 39.0 36.6 36.7

TABLE G8

of Satisfaction with Ru gers

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WRITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Completely Satisfied 11.0% 5.9% 5.9%

Satisfied 55.4 43.4 61.8

Indifferent 14.3 25.7 17.6

Unsatisfied 17.4 20.6 14.7

Completely Unsatisfied 2.0 4=4
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Rutgtr Lscribution of Books and Supplies se

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200
$201 to $400
$401 to $600
$601 to $1,000
$1,001 and above

Mean

75.K 7l. LL7

22.5 24.8
1.4 2.3

.s

.8

73.5;,

17.6
5.9

2.9

$153 $173 $179

TABLE G-10

Rutgo s Distribution of Room and Boa d Expense

By Racial/Ethn _ Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 3.2% 2=0%

$201 to $400 2.7 4.0

$401 to $600 4.3 5.0 3.6

$601 to $1,000 25.4 25.0 39.3

$1.,001 to $1,500 47.8 31.0 464
$1,501 to $2,000 10.5 15.0 3.6

$2,001 to $2,500 2.6 6.0 7.1

$2,501 to $3,00 1.7 7.0

$3,001 and above 1.8 5.0

Mean $1,186 $1,392 $1,136
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TAB1F

Rutgers Ditr1hution of 115om and Hoard Expense

By Dope

DEPENDENT SINGLE
AT HOME n'AY

INDEPENDENT
SINGLE MARRIED

$1 to $200 25,07, .77 --7, 1.07

$201 to $400 14.4 1.4 -- 1.0

$401 to $600 11.2 3.7 4.2

$601 to $1,000 22.3 28.3 26.3 8.2

51,001 to $1,500 18.1 53.6 34.7 15.3

$1,501 to 82,000 6.4 10.3 16.8 16.3

$2,001 to 82,500 2.1 1.5 10.5 14.3

$2,501 to $3,000 .5 .3 6.3 19.4

$3,001 and above 1.1 24.5

Mean $703 $1,149 $1,408 $2

TABLE G-12

Rutgers Distribution of Transportation Expense

Ra al/Ethuic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 60.27 54.32 63.6%

$201 to $400 23.2 26.5 27.3

$401 to $600 10.7 12.1 6.1

$601 to $1,000 4.7 6.8 3.0

$1,001 to $1,500 .8

$1,501 and above 3

Mean $237 $249 $200
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TABLE C-13

Rutgers Dist ibution of Clothing,
Recreation, and Incidentls Expense

By Raci '7thnlc Group

UHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 36.5% 28.4% 45.1%

$201 to $400 33.4 32.8 36.4

$401 to $600 18.8 19.4 9.1

$601 to $1,000 8.2 10.4 6.1

$1,001 to $1,500 2.0 6.7 --

$1,501 to $2000 .7 1.5 3.0

$2,001 to $2,500 --

$2,501 to $3,000
$3,001 and above .1

Mean $344 $438 $302

TABLE G-14

Rutgers Dis ribution of Clothing,
Recreation, and Incidentals Expense

By Dependency Status

DEPENDENT SINGLE
AT HOME AWAY

INDEPENDENT
SINGLE MARRIED

$1 to $200 37.2% 38.9% 18.8% 29.3%

$201 to $400 31.0 34.3 39.6 25.0

$401 to $600 18.5 18.2 21.8 16.4

$601 to $1,000 8.7 7.0 11.9 19.3

$1,001 to $1,500 2.9 1.2 4.0 7.1

$1,501 to $2,000 1.1 .4 3.0 .7

$2,001 to $2,500 .3 1.0 1.4

$2,501 to $3,000 .1 .7

$3,001 and above .1

Mean $362 $311 $465 $494

1 0



TABLE G-15

Rutgers Type

Racial/Ethnic

ilpus tar

C;_ up

VHITE PUERTO RICAN

Parents or Eel 31.K 20.6%

On CampuA 49.6 37.7 64.7

Off Campus 18.5 37=9 14.6

TABLE G-I6

Rutgers Distribution ot Parental Inc me

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERlO RICA

Under $3,000 2.67. 16.0% --%

$3,000 to $5,999 3.6 15.2 18.8

$6,000 to $7,499 3.6 12.8 12.5

$7,500 to $8,999 3.9 10.4 3.1

$9,000 to $11,999 12.6 14.4 21.9

$12,000 to $14,999 17.9 12.8 12.5

$15,000 to $17,999 15.7 5.6 12.5

$18,000 to $20,999 13.3 4.8

$21,000 to $24,999 10.8 4.8 6.3

$25,000 and above 16.1 3.2 12.5

Mean $16,988 $9,810 $13,180



TiBLE C17

Rutgers Distrjbutlon of Student-Reported
Parent.i1 Contribution

R (=fa-I/Ethnic Group

VHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Nome

$2 to $200

20.9%
13.5

51.5%
16.2

35.3%

11.8
$201 to $400 7.0 10.3
$401 to $600 8.2 2.9 8.8

$601 to $1,000 11.7 4.4 14.7
$1,001 co $1,500 9.9 2.9 5,9

$1,501 to $2,000 9.5 4.4 8.8

$2,001 to $2,300 10-3 2.2 5.9

,501 to $3,000 5.2 5.9

$3,001 and above 3.9 2.9 1 9

Mean $970 $424 $799

TABLE _-18

Rutge- Distribution of College Scholarship

Servick Calculated Prental Contribution

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 15.8% 52.3% 42.3%

$1 to $200 5.6 5.8 7.7

$201 to $400 2.9 3.5 3.8

CMt to $600 9.2 7.0 --

OL to $1,000 13.4 9.3 11.5

,001 to $1,500 17.3 7.0 7.7

,501 to $2,000 11.5 5.8 3.8

,001 to $2,500 5.5 3.5 7.7

$2,501 to $3,000 5.5 2.3

,00t and above 13.5 3.5 15.4

Mean $1,329 $579 $987



BLAC'K'v:H1TF

10.1Y,

4,57

Nont-,

+if Thoc ReTorting Any
51 to $200

26

10.L.

17.6

3.6/

5201 to S400 9.8 15.3 '-'8.6

$401 to 5600 15.4 13,3 21.4

5601 to 51,000 25,9 17,3 25.0

$1,001 to 51,500 23.5 17.3 7.1

$1,501 to 52,000 10.5 10.2 7.1

52,001 ro $2,500 5.2 __ 7,1

$2,501 to 53,000 2.5 2.0

$3,061 and .ab,';t- 2.8 1.3

!t!ttan, Those Rpporting Any $1,070 $1,213 9771

Mean, All Respondents $962 $868 5635

TABL2 G-20

Ruters 01,-;tribution of Contribution from Savings

Bv Racial/E11Inic Group

WflIrE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 38.6% 64.2% 67.6%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 35,0% 49.0% 45.5%

$201 to. $400 L7.7 12.2

$401 to $600 11.6 16,3 27.3

$601 to $1,000 L5,5 12.2 18.2

$1,001 to $1,500 7.1 2.0

$1,501 to $2,000 4.6 2.0

':2.001 to $2,500 2.1 2.0 9.1

$2,501 co $3,000 1.7 4.1

$3,00t a,1A above 4.7

Mean, Those Reporting Aw. 9697 $485 $512

Mean, All Respondents /428 $173 $172
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E G-21

Rutgers Distribution of Hours of Term-Time Work

By -acia1/Ethnic Group

-ITITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 49.4% 44.5% 50.0%
1 - 5 8.9 3.6 5.9
6 - 10 11.8 11.7 14.7

11 15 11.9 12.4 17.6
16 20 9.3 9.5 5.9

21 25 4.3 2.9 2.9

26 - 30 1.8 4.4 --

31 or more 2.4 10=9 2.9

Nt!zin hours) 111.4 18.2 12.8

_ Thos.e 1,1orking_At_All

TABLE G-22

Rutgers Distribution of Total Term-lime Employment

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 42.1% 38.0% 41.2%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 21.2% 15.3% 25.0%

$201 to $400 15.3 18.8 25.0

$401 r=o $600 14.0 12.9 35.0

$601 to$1,000 18.6 12.9 --

$1,001 to $1,500 10.2 5.9 10.0

$1,501 to $2,000 7.4 5.9

$2,001 to $2,500 4.3 2.4

$2,501 to $3,000 3.6 3.5

_,001 and above 5.5 22.4 5.0

Mean, Those Reporting Any $916 $1,352 $563
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LABLL

tgrs Distriburicin of Total Scholarship and -..;dnts

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 64.8% 37.2% 35.3%

Of Those Repo_ting Any
$1 to $200 20.3% 5.8% --Z

$201 to $400 9.3 7.0 4.5

$401 to $600 29.7 12.8 9.1

$601 to $1,000 19.9 19.8 18.2

$1,001 to $1,500 12.9 23.3 27.3
$1,501 to $2,000 4.1 15.1 27.3

$2,001 to $2,500 2.2 10.5 4.5

$2,501 to $3,000 .9 '.3 4.5

$3,001 and above .6 3.6 4.5

Mean, Those Reporting Any $684 $1,240 $1,443

Mean, All Respondents $240 $778 $934

TABLE G-24

Rutgers Distribution of Total Cp rent Borrowing

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Reportin Any

$1 to $200

75.0%

4.7%

46.0%

4.1%

64.7%

16.7%
$201 to $400 13.7 20.3 25.0

$401 to $600 12.3 25.7 33.3

$601 to $1,000 28.8 18.9 16.7

$1,001 to $1,500 19.3 8.1 8.3

$1,501 to $2,000 12.1 8.1

$2,001 to $2,500 5.6 8.1

$2,501 to $3,000 .9 --

$2,001 and above 2.5 6.9

Those Reporting Any $1,029 $1,081 $496

Mean, All Respondents $257 $i4 $175

1



TABLE G-25

Rutgers Distribution of Total Long-Term Debt

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 67.6% 36.4% 50.0%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $499 14.1% 18.4% 23.5%

$500 to $999 20.7 23.0 41.2

$1,000 to $1,499 18.2 10.3 17.0

$1,500 to $2,499 23.0 21.8 11.8

$2,500 to $3,499 9.9 5.7 --

$3,500 to $4,499 5.9 8.0 5.9

$4,500 to $5,999 5.6 6.9

$6,000 to $7,499 1.0 2.3

$7,500 and above 1.7 3.4

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,920 $2,106 $1-059

Mean All Respondents $622 $1,33P $529
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TABLE H-1

State Colleges Distribution of Academic Program

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Agricultural Science .8% --%

Business Administration 12.7 7.8 20.0

Humanities/Social Science 27.0 20.3 30.0

Physical and Life Science/
Mathematics 12.2 6.3

Engineering/Architecture 5.3 3.1 10.0

Education 34.3 45.3 35.0

Nursing 1.9 4.7

Health Professions 1.9 4.7 5.0

Law 2.2 4.2

Undeclared Maior/Other 1.7 3.1

TABLE H-2

S ate College Distribution of Class Level

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

eshman 15.6% 18.8% 4.5%

Sophomore 21.1 21.9 27.3

Junior 28.2 18.8 31.8

Senior 33.4 35.9 36.4

5th Year Undergraduate 1.6 4.7
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TABLE H-3

State College Degree Aspirations

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Doctorate 16.5% 31.3% 18.2%

Masters 46.5 45.3 50.0

Bachelors 36.2 23.4 31.8

Associate .4

Non-Degree Certificate .3

TABLE H-4

Primary Reasons for Attending the College Where Enrolled

State Colleges

By Sex and Divis on

MALES F ES

LOWER
DIVISION

UPPER
DIVISION

College's Academic ReputatiOn 5.2% 4.5% 5.5% 4.4%

Parents, Friends, Counselor Advice 6.4 5.5 8.2 4.5

Colleges General Character 5.7 5.8 5.7 5.8

More Financial Aid Here 1.2 1.6 1.1 1.6

Can Live at Home and Commute 29.4 27.3 29.2 27.6

College's Religious Affiliation 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2

Desired Curriculum Here 18.5 21.5 17.8 21.6

Could Best Afford this College 31.0 32.4 30.6 32.7

Only College that Admitted Me 2.4 1.1 1.7 1.6

Composition of Student Body 0.0 0.1 0.2' 0.0
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TABLE H-5

Primary Reasons for Attending the College Where Enrolled
State Colleges

By Family Income

UNDER
$6,000

$6-000
to

$8,999

$ 9,000
to

$11,999

$12,000
to

$14,999

$15,000
to

$18,000

MORE
THAN

$18,000

College's Academic
Reputation 7.0% 3.5% 4.0% 5.2% 5.2% 3.4%

Parents, Friends,
Counselor Advise 7.7 2.8 7.0 4.8 3.1 7.6

College's General
Character 3.5 7.0 5.0 7.1 -4.1 6.9

More Financial Aid
Here 2.8 1.4 2.0 2.0 1.0 0.5

Can Live at Home and
Commute 31.8 28.9 24.0 26.2 25.9 30.0

College's Religious
Affiliation 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.2

Desired Curriculum
Here 16.9 21.1 13.5 19.4 23.8 23.0

Could Best Afford
This College 29.6 34.6 43.0 33.3 35.3 25.7

Only College That
Admitted Me 0.7 0.7 1.5 1.6 1.6 2.5

Composition of
Student Body 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2

TABLE H-6

Student Choices of Institutional Types of Paying
For an Education Were Not a Problem

State Colleges

By Sex and Division

LOWER UPPER

WOULD CHOOSE MALES FEMALES DIVISION DIVISION

Public Two-Year 0.3% 0.2% 0.4% 0.2%

Private Two-Year 0.0 0.5 0.6 0.1

Private Vo-Tech 1.7 1.7 1.9 1.1

Public Four-Year 23.1 23.1 26.5 21.0

Private Four-Year 20.7 24.4 23.5 22.5

Public University 24.8 24.2 22.3 25.7

Private University 29.4 26.4 24.8 29.4



TABLE H-7

Student Choices of Institutional Types of Paying
For an Education Were Not a Problem

State Colleges

By Family Income

D CHOOSE
UNDER

$6,000

$6,000
to

$8,999

$ 9,000
to

$11,999

$12,0CJ
to

$14,999

$15,000
to

$18,000

MORE
THAN
$18,000

Public Two-Yer 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7%

Private Two-Year 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.5

Private Vo-Tech 2.1 2.8 0.5 0.8 1.0 1.7

Public Four-Year 27.1 20.9 23.4 27.7 20.7

Private Pour-Year 20.0 26.7 21.9 22.5 23.5

Public University 27.9 26.1 18.9 23.4 24.6 25.2

Private University 22.9 26.1 36.3 27.4 24.2 27.7

TABLE H-8

State Colleges Degree of Satisfaction

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Completely Satisfied 11.9% 14.5% 18.2%

Satisfied 59.0 48.4 36.4

Indifferent 15.2 19.4 31.8

Unsatisfied 12.3 16.1 9.1

Completely Unsatisfied 1.6 1.6 4.5



TABLE H-9

State Colleges DIstribution of Books and Supplies

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 81.9% 78.1% 81.0%

$201 to $400 16.3 21.9 19.0

$401 to $600 1.2

$601 to $1,000 .4

$1,001 and above .2

Mean $143 $144 $138

TABLE H-10

S ate Colleges Distribution of
Room and Board Expense

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 8.0% 2.5%

$201 to $400 5.7 2.5

$401 to $600 10.6 7.5 25.0

$601 to $1,000 28.7 42.5 25.0

$1,001 to $1,500 27.9 20.0 12.5

$1,501 to $2,000 9.0 7.5

$2,001 to $2,500 3.6 7.5 37.5

$2,501 to $3,000 2.2 2.5

$3,001 and above 4.3 7.5

Mean ,108 $1-269 $1,325
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TABLE H-11

State College Distribution of Clothing,
Recreation, and Incidentals Expense

By Dependency Status

DEPENDENT SINGLE
AT HOME AWAY

INDEPENDENT
SINGLE MARRIED

$1 to $200 36.7% 40.8% 35.3% 31.7%
$201 to $4 0 30.4 31.9 25.5 26.9

$401 to $600 17.7 15.7 7.8 18.6

$601 to $1,000 9.0 6.5 21.6 12.4

81,001 to $1,500 3.4 3.5 9.8 4.1
$1,501 to $2,000 1.9 1.4 2.8

$2,001 to $2,500 .3 .7

$2,501 to $3,000 .4 1.4

$3,001 and above .4 1.4

Mean $391 $340 $446 $507

ABLE H-12

State College Distribution of Room and Board Expense

By Dependency Status

DEPENDENT SINGLE
AT HOME AWAY

INDEPENDENT
SINGLE MARRIED

$1 to $200 28.8% 1.1% --% --%

$201 to $400 14.1 2.8 5.2

$401 to $600 12.2 12.2 8.7 1.3
$601 to $1,000 19.9 39.1 23.9 5.2
$1,001 to $1,500 16.7 34.8 30.4 13.0
$1,501 to $2,000 4.5 6.5 23.9 15.6

$2,001 to $2,500 3.2 1.7 8.7 11.7
$2,501 to $3,000 .6 .6 2.2 15.6

$3,001 and above 1.1 2.2 32.5

Mean -$668 $1,026 $1,365 $2,327
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TABLE H-13

State College Distribution of Transportation Expense

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 46.1% 52.7% 42.9%

$201 to $400 31.4 30.9 23.8

$401 to $600 13.3 9.1 19.0

$601 to $1,000 6.9 3.6 9.5

$1,001 to $1,500 1.5 3.6 4.8

$1,501 and above .7

$294 $266 $345

TABLE H-I4

State Colleges Distribution of Clothing,
Recreation, and Incidentals Expense

By Racial/Ethnic Group

_ TE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 38.1% 26.7% 19.0%

$201 to $400 30.3 33.3 38.1

$401 to $600 16.4 13.3 33.3

$601 to $1,000 8.7 15.0 4.8

$1,001 to $1,500 3.6 5.0 4.8

$1,501 to $2,000 1.9 3.3

$2,001 to $2,500 .4 1.7

$2,501 to $3,000 .2 1.7

$3,001 and above .4

Mean $388 $518 $398
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TABLE H-15

State Colleges Type of Housing

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Parents or Relatives 56.9% 32.8% 63.6%

On-Campus 14.5 29.6 4.5

Off-Campus 28.6 37.7 31.9

TABLE H-16

S ate Colleges Distribution of Parental Income

By Racial/Ethnic Gr up

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Under $3,000 3.2% 12.1% 19.0%

$3,000 to $5,999 5.2 27.6 14.3

$6,000 to $7,499 3.7 5.2 4.8

$7,500 to $8,999 6.5 8.6 14.3

$9,000 to $11,999 14.9 19.0 19.0

$12,000 to $14,999 19.7 6.9 19.0

$15,000 to $17,999 14.8 8.6 4.8

$18,000 to $20,999 12.1 3.4

$21,000 to $24,999 8.1 5.2

$25,000 and above 11.9 3.4 4.8

Mean $15,517 $9,724 $9,214



TABLE H-

College Distribution of Scudeut-Report.d
Parertal Contrib-tion

By Racial/Ethnic Croup

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
$1 to $200

55.6%
14.3 -.1)

$201 to $400 .S 9.3

$401 to $600 7 Y 9.1

$601 to $1,000 13.6 1.6 92.7

$1,001 to $1,500 8.3 4.8

$1,501 o $2,000 5.8 1.6

$2,001 to $2,500 3.5 3.2

$2,501 to $3,000 2.3

$3,001 and above 1.9 1.6 4.5

Mean $605 0 $418

TABLE H-18

_e College Distribution of College Scholarship

Service Calculated Parental Contribution

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

to $200
19.9%
7.8

63.2%
2.6

38.9%
16.7

$201 to $400 2.6 2.6 --

$401 to $600 8.0 10.5 16.7

$601 to $1,0 0 14.3 2.6 16.7

$1,001 to $1,500 17.3 7.9 5.6

$1,501 to $2,000 10.5 5.6

$2,001 to $2,500 3.9 5.3

$2,501 to $3,000 4.7 2.6

$3,001 and above 11.0 2.6

Mean $1,173 $466 $400
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TABLE HL9

CnIle:o Dist till "-II of Earn

By Racial/Ethnic Gtcup

airTE CK PUERTO RICAN

None 14.9% 34.4% 31.8%

Of Those Reportin Any

$1 to $200 5.0% 9.5%

$201 to $400 12.4 21.4 13.3

$401 to $600 16.7 11.9 46.7

$601 to $1,000 28.6 26.2 6.7

$1,001 to $1,500 17,4 9.5 13.3

$1,501 to $2000 6.9 4.8 6.7

$2,000 to $2,500 3,4 13.3

$2,501 to $3,000 3.5

$3,001 and above 6.2 16.7

Megn, Those Repo g Any $1,077 $1,087 $910

Mean, All Respondents $916 $713 $620

TABLE H-20

State Colleges Distribution
of Contribution from Savings

By Racial/Ethnie Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200

14.5%

1.5%

64.1%

47.8%

68.1%

42.9%

$201 to $400 14.0 17.4 14.3

$401 to $600 14.7 8.7 28.6

$601 to $1,000 11.2 8.7 14.3

$1,001 to $1,500 7.3 4.3

$1,501 to $2,000 1.1 4.3

$2,001 to $2,500 2.1 4.3

$2,501 to $3,000 1.3 -
$3,001 and above 4.9 4.3

Mean, Those Reporting Any $645 $594 $343

1M.-an All Respondents $213 $109
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TABLE H-21

State Colleges Distribution
of Hours of Term-Time Work

By Rac 1 hnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 33.5% 41.9% 43.5%

1 to 9 4.1 3.2 4.5

6 to 10 10.1 14.5 4.5

11 to 15 14.7 12.9 4.5

16 to 20 16.7 9.7 13.6

21 to 25 9.5 13.6

26 to 30 4.8 6.5 --

31 or more 6.7 11.3 13.6

(in hours) 17.6 18.0 21.0

Those tit2Lting_Al_Al..1-______

TABLE H-22

State College Distribution of Total
Term-Time Employment

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
ff Those Reporting Any

$200
. to $400

$401 to $600
$601 to $1,000

26.8%

12.7%
11.8
11.2
17.6

40.6%

10.5%
23.7
13.2

13.2

40.9%

7.7%
15.4
15.4
23.1

$1,001 to $1,500 12.3 7.9 15.4

$1,501 to $2,000 9.6 5.3 --

$2,001 to $2,500 6.1 2.6 7.7

$2,501 to $3,000 5.1 2.6

$3,001 and above 13.4 21.0

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,297 $ ,286 $1,181

Mean, All Respondents $949 $763 $698



TABLE H-23

State College Distribution of Total
Scholarships and Grants

Bv Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Reporting Any
St ro $200

70:2%

34.5%

42.27,

2.7%

54-5%

20.0%

. $400 8.7 10.8 10.0

5401 to $600 28.2 8.1

$601 to $1,000 18.4 27.0 20.0

$1,C to $1,500 6.3 21.6 20.0

$1,501 to $2,000 2.4 10.6 20.0

$2,001 to $2,500 .8 8.1 10.0

$7,501 to $3,000 .3 10.8

$3,001 and above .6

Mean, Those ReportingAny$514 $1,231 $1,035

Mean, All Respondents $153 $712 $470

TABLE H-24

State College Dlstrfbution of Total Current Borrowing

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE

81.0%

2.1%

BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Rimorting Any
$1 to $200

54.7%

6.9%

65.2%.

--%

$201 to S400 8.2 13.8 57.1

$401 to $600 14.8 27.6

$601 to $1,000 29.6 17.2

$1,001 to $1,500 19.3 6.9 28.6

$1,501 to $2,000 14.4 10.3

$2,001 to 82,500 4.5 10.3 14.3

$2,501 to $3,000 2.5 3.4

$3,001 and above 4.5 3.4

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,155 $1,031 $550

Mean, All Respondents $262 $467 $270 179



State Cell

TABU H-25

Distribution cf Total Long-Term Debt

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $499

70.7%

12.8%

34.4%

11.9%

63.6%

37.5%

$500 to $999 19.0 26.2 12.5

$1,000 to $1,499 20.9 7.1 12.5

$1,500 to $2,499 121,9 23.8 25.0

$2,500 to $3,499 11.5 7.1 --

500 to $4,499 5.3 9.5 12.5

54,500 to $5,999 4.8 4.8

000 to $7,499 1.9 2.4

57.500 and above 1.9 7.1

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,980 $2,4 1,344

Mean, All Respondents $579 $1,60 $488

18 0



APPENDIX I

PLE!,TNTARY TABLES FOR IRE COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Si



TABLE I-1

COMM.MLCV Colleges Distribution of Academic '',,:ogram

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Agricultural Science .8% --% 6.7%

Business Adminstration 28.6 23.6 26.7

Humanities/Soc,1a1 Science 23.6 27.0 --

Physical and Life Science/Mathematics 6.7 4.5 13.3

Engineering/ArcHitecture 7.9 4,5 6.7

Education 9.6 16.9 36.7

Nursing 8.5 1C.1

Hea/th Professions 0.9 9.0

L;a4 3.5 3.4 13.3

Undeclared Major/Other 4.0 1.1 6.7

TA',:.

Cowmdniti Colleges Degree Apirations

By Rdcial/Ethnic Group

PUERTO RICANWHITE BLACK

Doctorate 9.3% 12.4% 6.7%

Masters 26.1 34.8 26.7

Bachelors 34.0 33.7 40.0

Associate 28.1 19.1 26.7

Non-Degree Certificate 2.5
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TABLE 1-3

Primary Reasons for Attending the College Where Enrolled
Community Colleges

By Sex and Division

MAZES FEMALES
LOWER

DIVISION
UPPER

DIVLSION

College's Academic Reputation 7.6 5.7" 6.57 8.1'

Parents, Friends, Counselor Advice 8.4 7.6 6.1 6.1

College's General Character 2.9 1.3 1.9 4.1

More Financial Aid Here t).h 1.5 1.0 1.4

Can Live at Home and Comm?tte 32.9 35.9 34.6 31.1

AffiLi C.- ,

,
. -
, 9.3 1.4

De:.;ired Curriculum Here 9.1 13.5 11.2 i3.5

Could BeF,t Afford this 'liege 34.9 31.6 33.7 29.6

only Colloge th,AL Admi. A Me 2.9 2.3 2.6 _ .

Composirion Studc!n' 3udy 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0

TA-l.E 1-4

Re;.!:-ind fur Attending the Collo' Where Enrolled

Community C,olleges

Bv Family Income

$6,000 $ 9,00c $12,000 $15,000 More

to to to to than

$6,000 S8,999 $11,999 $14,999 $18,000 $18,000

College's Acadcmie
Reputation

Parents, Friend:1,
Counselor Advice

College's General
Character

More Financial Aid
Here

C;in Live at iMme and

-'ommute

Collog'a Religious
Affiliation

Desred Curriculum
Here

Could Best Afford
This 'ollege

only Cc,Ilege that

Admitted Me
Composition of

uJ

7.7

,

36.9

0.0

11.5

30.0

2.3

0.0

2.87.

10.4

0.0

0.0

29.2

0.9

13.2

40 6

1.9

0.0

9.9

1.4

29.8

39./

2.8

0.0

9.9".

5=9

0.7

28.9

0.7

12.5

36.2

3.9

0.9

7.5'

11.7

0.8

28.3

0.8

8.3

38.3

1.7

0.8

7.27

6.4

4.4

0.4

43.0

0.4

12.4

23.1

2.8

0.0

3



TABLE 1-5

Student Choices of Institutional Types
if Paving for an Education Were Not a Problem

Community Colleges

By Sex and Division

W,UULD CHOOSE MAILS FEMALES

LOWER

DIVISION

UPPER
DIVISION

fwc-Yoar 1-.2 9.7!
Private Two-Year 1.8 1.5 3.9

Private Vo-Tech 2.7 2.1 1.3

Public Four-Year 22.6 28.5 )5.0 31.6

Private Vour-Year 19.7 17.9 23.7

Public University '4.9 18.6 22.8 7.9

Private University 115.0 15.2 14.5 22.4

TABLE 1-6

Student Choices otT Institutional Typos
If Paving for an Education Were Not a Problem

Community Colleges

By Family Income

WOULD CHOOSE

---: 9,000
to

$11,999

Lcois

Than

B6,000

$6,000
o

$8,599

$12,000
to

$14,999

$15,000
Lo

917,999

More
Than

$18,0t,

Pa!J 'c Two-Year 15.7% 11.4% 12.9% 13.2% 13.22 18.7%

l'ivato Two-Year 0.8 3.8 0.7 2.6 2.5 0.8

Private Vo-Tech 1.6 2.9 5.0 0.7 0.8 2.8

Public Four-Yeur 26.0 29.6 23.6 27.5J 23.1 23.2

Private Four-Year 16.5 21.9 15.7 21.0 24.0 17.9

Public University 26.0 13.3 26.4 22.4 19=0 20.7

PrOate University 13.4 17.1 15.7 13.1 17.4 15.9



TABLE 1-7

Community College Degree of Satisfaction

By Racial/Ethnie Group

WHITE BLACK PI:RTO RICAN

Completely Satisfied 22.0% 17.2Z 46.7%

Satisfied 54.0 57,5 46.7

Indifferent 14.5 17.2 6.7

UnFriatisfied 7.4 3.0

Completely Unsatisfied 2.1

TABLE 1-8

Community College Distribution
Of Books and Sopplie Expenstz

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $2a0 84.57 80.07 91;37

$201 to $400 12.8 16.5 6.7

$401 to $600 1.5 3.5

$601 to $1,000 1.0

$1,001 and above

Mean $141 $14i $113
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TABLE I-9

Community CoPe e Distribution
Of Room and Board Expense

Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 24.7% 17.8% 20.0%
$201 to $400 11.3 6.7
$401 to $600 4.2 6.7
$601 to $1,000 14.2 13.3 40.0
$1,001 to $1,500 13.0 20.0 70.0
$1,501 to $2,000 9.2 13.3 --
$2,001 to $2,500 9.2 8.9 20.0
$2,501 to $3,000 5.4 8.9
$3,001 and above 88 4.4

Mean S1,261 $1.040

TABLE I-10

Community College Distribution
Room and Board Expense

Dependency Status

DEPENDENT SINGLE
AT HOME AWAY

INDEPENDENT
NCLE MARRIED

:1_ to $200 '«6.2% 11.7% 3.1% 2.9%
$201 to S400 10.0 15.0 9.4 7.9

$401 to $600 6,9 6.7 9.4 --

$601 to $1,000 20.0 20.0 12.5 4.4
$1,0 1 v 9icao 11.5 .9.3 21.9 16.2
5,501 to $2,300 3.1 11.7 18.8 10.3
2,001 to $2,500 .8 10.0 6.3 22.1

$2,501 to $3,000 .8 5.0 9.4 17.6
$3,001 and above .8 1.7 9.4 23.5

Mean $57,14 104 506 $2,235



i'ran=portat4r

Cr.Jun

11. PUERTO RICAN

Lo $400 L6.7 21.4 23.1

SAD1 5600 13.0 9.5

S601 ono 6.7 2.4 7.7

'o 2.4 1.2

AnG

S223 $201)

FABLE 1-12

community CoIloge DitzlhotI01-1. of Clothing,

Recreation. and Tn.Aderaals l'A(pense

ial/ELhni.c Croup

BLACK PUE:-:.TO RICAN

$1 to 8200 ii.1,. 34.371 53.8

$201 to $400 1 20.2 15.4

$401 to $600 l'. 23.8 --

$601 to St,noo 8.6 11.9 15.4

$1,001 to $1,500 2.9 8.3. 7.7

;1,501_ to $2,000 1.4 -- 7.7

$2,001 te 42,500 .4 1.2 --

$2,501 to $3,000 .3

$3,001 and above .6

Mean 52o $441 $454
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1-13

- ot Clothing,

! ''.!.,ijentc,ls Expense

11,1PT
:!',1-!=

StNGLE INDEPENDENT
SINGLE MARRIED

:-..:
i;; t.1 200

.
.

, 30.8 15.4% 30.37,

-..:2()! ,', '-:4u0 ,) 33.3 23.1 30.3

$401 to cirifl
2:4.4 28.2 16.0

3601 to 91,000 7,:i 7.7 12.8 11.8

:,-,1,001 ro 51,500 2.6 10.3 7.6

31,501 t., $2,o0r1 :. i -- 7.7 1.7

!--_,2,001 to S2,500 1.3 ___ .8

:2,501 to S'.3,00
__.

-.1-,,()H .1rii Ltbc-,V..,..,
2.6 1,,,`

9375 3681 $147

TAhLE 1 -t4

Co7ntiltv .;olihy, Type of Lowiin,:,

Kv Croup

MIITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Plr(.11( P.,,htivp!--; 75.9Z 45.9Z 66.6Z

3.1 6./

21.0 54.1 26.7
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Commun

TABLE 1-15

olleges Distri-ution of Parental Income

Ey Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Under $3,000 5.3/0 30.1% 15.4%

$3,000 to $5,999 5.3 18.1 7.7

56,000 to $7,499 4.1 16.9 15.4

$7,500 to $8,999 6,7 4.8 15,4

$9,000 to $11,999 1 13.3 7.:

-,000 to $14,c.2:9 18.1 10.8

to $17,999 14.6 1.2 7,7

-,000 to $20,999 10.0 1.2

1,000 to $24,999 9.4 3.6

5,000 and above

Mean $15,055 $6,912

TABLE 1-16

Community College Distribu ion
Of Student-Repo ted Parental Contribution

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WRITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
$1 to $200

38.5%
17.3

.3.6% .3%

I_ 3

$201 to $400 10.9

$401 to $600 10.3 6.7

$601 to $1,000 10.6 4.6 6.7

$1,001 to $1,500 4.9

$1,501 to $2,000 2.1 1.1

$2,001 to $2,500 1.0 1.1

$2,501 to $3,000 1.2

$3,001 and above 3.3 1.1

Mean $453 $176 $100
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TABLE 1-17

Communi, Colleves Discributiyn of CFS

Calculated Parental Contributions

by Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200
$201 to S400
$401 *7.a S(..00

S1.000

21.7%
7.7

9.9

(0.5

66.0%
8,0

6.0

60.0%
10.0

J.,1_ to $1,500 17.3 8.0 1°.0

to $2,000 9.6 10.0

to S2,500 3.0

$2,501 to $3,000 5.8 1.0

$3,001 and above 10.8 6.0

Mean $1,140 $386 $585

TABLE 1-18

community Colicges Distribution of Summar Earnings

By Racial/Ethnic Group
TABLE

WHITE BLACK PUERTO ;';.tCAN

None 20.2% 43.8% 46.7%

Of Those Reporting Any
$t to $2)0 6.6% 18.0% ,-,..?:.

$201 to .,',(.(
12.0 18.0

s/J11 to WO 17.7 24.0 25_,

$601 to 61,000 20.1 14.0 12.5

$1,001 to $1,500 15.2 8.0 12=5

$1,501 to $2,000 9.9 8.0 -
B2,001 to $2,500 4.5 -- 25.0

$2,501 to $3,000 4.8 6.0 -=

$3,001 and above 9.3 6.0

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,189 $902 $(369

Mean, All Responuents $949 $507 $517
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TABLE 1-19

Communit,i Celle -!s Distribution
Of Contributioh from Savings

Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Reporting Any

to $200

46.32

32.67,

79.87

55.62

66.7%

--7

$201 to $400 18.1 27.8 40.0

5401 to $600 18.3 11.1 20.0

$601 to $1,000 10.3 5.6 20.0

$1,001 to $1,500 7.4 -- --

$1,501 to $2,000 4.2

$2,001 to $2,500 1.3

$2,501 to $3,000 2.0

$3,001 and above 5.8 20.0

Mean, Those Reportin Any $715 $239 $1,080

n, All Re pondent $384 $360

TA, LE 1-20

Community Colleges Distribution
Of Hours of Term-Time Work

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 32.3% 59.6% 60.0%

1 to 5 3.6 3.b 13.3

6 to 10 7.0 7.9 6.7

11 to iS 12.3 5.6 13.3

16 to 20 17.5 5.6 --

21 to 25 10.7 1.1 6.7

26 to 30 6.6 1.1

31 or more 10.0 13.5

Mean (in hours) 19.5 19.4 10.5

Thcise14211i1111L11,_L_ILIU_
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TABLE 1-21

community Colleges Distribution of Total
Term-Time Employment

Bv Racial:Ethnic Croup

'0,111TE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Nnne
of ihu, F,:t=1JrLi14 Ail::

28.67: 44.9 60.0%

$1 to $200 l2.7 70.47: i6.7--1

101 to l,40O _1...i 18.4 50.0

$401 to S600 l?-r) 14.3

$601 to 51,000 17.8 6.1 33.3

$1,001 to $1,500 14.9 12.2

S1,501 to .-.12,000 6.4 6.1

$2,001 to $2,500 6t2f

$2,501 to $3,000 5.0 4.1

S3,001 ;:ind above 15.4 18.4

Mean, Thoso Reporting Any $1,3'.W 51,165 $433

Mean, All Respondents F°-149 !p642 5173

TABLE [-22

Community Colleges bistrilation Total

Scholarships and rants

pv actal/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

',;(1m,

Of Those Reporting Anv

79.7-- 34.8;2: 33.3

$1 ?.-,0 '.'00 14.6% 8.67

5201 t(, $400 24.6 13.8 10.0

:$401 r^ S600 28.1 12.1 20.0

$601 to $1,000 19.9 29.3 50.0

$1,001 to $1,500 4.1 13.8 10.0

$1,501 to $2,100 3.5 13.8 10.0

s2,00i to $2,500 1.2 3.4

62,501 to $3,000 .6 --

$3,001 and above 3.5 5.1

Me,an, Those Reportinp Any $674 $1,022 $830

Moo.n, All Refiporidents $138 $666 $553
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TABLE 1-23

Community College Distribution
Of Total Current Borrowing

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Report n Any
$1 to $200
$201 to $400
$401 to $600
$601 to $1,000
$1,001 to $1,500
$1,501 to $2,000
$2,001 to $2,500
$2,501 to $3,000
$3,001 and above

n Those Reporting Any

Mean, All Respondents

88.6%

11.6%
12.6

16.8
17.9

14.7

12.6

4.2
3.2
6.5

$1,101

$125

84.

35.7%
14.3
14.3

14.3
7.1

7.1
7.1

$811

$127

93.3%

N/A
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TAfLE J-1

Independent Colleges asLribution of Academie Program

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

1:1flulcural Sciencc

Business Administration 2/.1 21.1 26.7
Humanities/Sociel Science 31.4 47,4 33.5
Physical and Life Science

Nathematics 11.6 7.9 6.7
Engineering/Architecture 7.6 6.7
Education 13.8 10.5 26.7
Nursing 2.6 2.6
Health Professions 4.4 10.5
Lac.; .8

Undeclared Major/Other .6

TABLE J-2

Independent Colleges Distribution of Class tvia1

By Racial/Ethnic Graup

WII1TE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Freshman 22.4% 35.9% 26.7%
-atophomore 24.6 30.8 13.3
Junior 26.2 25.6 40,0
Senior 25.7 7.7 20.0
5th Year IJderawie 1.0



TABLE J

IndeponLenr Colleges Deee Apirurions

By RaciaI/Eic Ciroup

WRITE BLAILX PUERTO RICAN

Doctorate 22.2% 35,9% 20

Masters 0.5 35.9 401.0

Bedullors 35.0 28.2 13.3

Associrte 1.8

Non-Degree Certificate .6

TABLE 3-4

Reasons for Attending the College Where EnT,olled

Independent Colleges by Sex and Division

MALE FEMALE
LOWER

DIVISION
UPPER

DEVISION

College's Academic Reputation 32.61 24.6% 32,2% 26.8%

Parents, Friends, Counselors Advice 9.3 9.4

College's General Character 8.G 11.8 10.0' 9.1

More Financial Aid Here 7.4 7.5 8.0 6.9

Can Live at Home and Commute 18.4 18.1 13.5 22.5

College's Religious Affiliation 3.0 1.0 2.9 1.5

Desired Curriculum Here 15.5 23.1 19.9 17.6

Could Best Afford This College 2.5 1.4 2.6

0Mly College That Admitted Me 2.8 1.9 2.5 2.4

Composition of Student Rody 0.5 1.2 0.6 0.9
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TABLE J5

Prim- y Reasons for Attending he College Where Enrolled

Tndependenc lieges by Family Income

Under

$6,000
$6,000

to

999

$9,000
to

$11,999

$12,000
to

$14,999

$15,000
to

$18,000

More
than

$18,000

College's Academic
Reputation 17.6% 25.7% 23.9% 24.1% 30.7% 36.0%

Parents, Friends,
Counselor Advice 5.9 10.0 7.6 8.0 10.9 11.0

College's General
acter 4.7 4.3 1.1 10.9 5.9 12.2

Mor inancial Aid
Rert 11.8 14.3 14.2 11 7 2.9 3.3

Can Live at Home
and Commute 29.4 22.9 14.2 18.2 20.8 15.0

Co lege's Religious
Affiliation 1.2 4.3 6.5 2.2 2 0 1.0

Desired Curriculum
Here 22.4 17.1 21.7 19.0 17.8 17.1

Could Bcst Afford
This College 2.3 1.4 4.3 1.6 2.0 1.5

Only College That
Admitted Me 4.7 0.0 6.5 3.6 2.0 1.5

Composition of
Student Body 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 1.4
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TABLE J-6

Student Choices of Institutional Types
Li yoyinA For an Education Were Not a Problem

Independent Co-lieges

by Sex and Division

WOULD CHOOSE MALES FEI`G.LES

LOWER
DIVISION

UPPER
DIVISION

Public Two-Year 1.57L. 0.77, 0.8% 1.5

Private Two-Yun.r 0.3 9.0 1.9 0.2

Private Vn-Tech 0.5 0.7 1,3 0.0

Public For-YcJIr 4.8 5.9 6.1 4.5

Private Four-Yar 40.2 41.0 42.8 38.5

Public University 8.1 5.9 A . 7 7.6

Private Utilve,rsity 44.6 43.8 40.4 47.7

TABLE J-7

Student Choices of Institutional Types
If ?aying For an, Education Were Not a Problem

Independent Cblleges

by Family Income

UNDER

$6,000
Sis,000

to

$8,999,

$9,000
to

$11,999

$12,000
to

$14,999

$15,000
to

$18,000

MORE
THAN
$18,000

Public Two-Yor 1.2% 1.4% 3.2% 0.7% 1.0% 1.0%

Private Two-Year 1.2 0.0 3.2 2.2 0.0 0.4

Private Vo-Tech 1.2 0.0 2.2 0.7 0.0 0.2

Public Four-Year 6.0 2,9 5.4 6.5 8.1 3.9

Private Four-Year 42.8 41,4 37.6 39.9 35.4 41.6

Public University 8.3 14,1 7.5 6.5 5.1 6.6

Private Universd.ty 39.3 40,0 40.9 43.5 50.4 46.3
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TABLE J-8

Independent Colleges Degree of Satisfac ion

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Completely Satisfied 20.1% 1 13.37
Satisfied 54.9 55 53.3
Indifferent 11.1 18.4 20.0
Unsatisfied 11.3 10.5 13.3
Completely Unsatisfied 2.6 2.6

TABLE

Independent Colleges Distribution of Books and Supplies Expe se

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to 200 71.4% 66.7% 71.4%
$201 to $400 24.9 30.8 14.3
$401 to $600 2.7 -- 14.3

$601 to $1,000 .8 2.6

$1,001 and Above .1

Mean $168 -0 $186



TABLE J-10

Independent Colleges Distribution of Room & Board Expense

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 2.7% 8.3%
$201 to $400 3.0 8.3
$401 to $600 4.7
$601 to $1,000 20.8 20.7 16.7
$1,001 to $1,500 30.0 41.4 33.3
$1,501 to $2,000 24.8 24.1 16.7
$2,001 to $2,500 8.1 3.4 8.3
2,501 to $3,000 3.0 3.4 8.3
$3,001 and Above 2.9 6.9

Mean $1,377 $1,519 $1,292

TABLE

Independent Colleges Distribu ion of Room & Board Expense

By Dependency Status

AT HOME
DEPENDENT

AWAY
INDEPENDENT

SINGLE MARRIED

$1 to $200 17.27. 1.6% 4.3% %

$201 to $400 12.5 1.9 --
$401 to $600 10.9 3.7 4.3
$601 to $1,000 25.0 19.6 34.8 12.5

$1,001 to $1,500 17.2 32.6 34.8 4.2
$1,501 to $2,000 7.8 28.3 17.4 20.8
$2,001 to $2,500 3.1 8.7 4.3 4.2

$2,501 to $3,000 2.7 20.8
$3,000 and Above 6.3 1.0 37.5

Mean $950 $1,388 $1,141 $2,496
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TABLE J-12

Independent College Distribution of Transpo_ ation Expense

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK 1-1.1ERT0 RICAN

$1 to .200

$201 to $400
$401 to $600
$601 to $1,000
$1,001 to $1,500
$1,501 and Above

Mean

58.7%
22.3

11.7
5.7

1.2

.5

$253

60.0%
22.9
11.4
5.7

$231

69.2%
23.1

--
7.7

$200

TNBLE J-13

Independent College Distribution of
Clot_ing, Recreation and Incidentals Expense

By Racial/Ethnic Croup

WRITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

$1 to $200 31.9% 38.5% 35.7%
$201 to $400 31.6 28.2 28.6
$401 to $600 17.4 17.9 14.3
$601 to $1,000 13.0 10.3 7.1
$1,001 to $1,500 3.6 5.1
$1,501 to $2,000 1.2 7.1
$2,001 to $2,500 .3 7.1
$2,501 to $3,000 .4
$3,001 and Above .6

Mean $424 $359 $536
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TABLE d-14

Ipdependent College Distribution of
Clothiw, Recreation & Incidentals Expense

By Dependency Status

AT HOME
DEPENDENT

AWAY
TNDEPENDENT

SINGLE wmio)

$1 to 5200 37-9% 22.9% 26.8

$201 to $400 28.9 9 29.6 ?4.4

$401 to $600 19.7 16.1 11.1 99,. 0

$601 to 51,000 12.9 11.7 14.8 7.3

$1,001 to $1,500 2.8 3.6 4.9

$1,501 to $2,000 1.5 .5 3.7 4.9

$2,001 to 52,500 .3 .5

82,501 tG 53,000 .3 .3 ")

$3,001 anci Above .6 9.8

Mean $420 $389 $467 $756

TABLE J-15

Independent Colleges Type of Housing

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WITTE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Parents or Relatives 32.7% 15.4% 33. 3%

On-Campus 56.1 64.1 66.7

Off-Campus 11.2 20.5
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TABLE J-16

Independent Colleges Distribution o_ Parenra1 Incoms

iacia1/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLArK PrERIO I Fr

Undcr $3,000 2.1% 21.6% 20.0

$3,000 to $5,999 4.8 10.8 13.3

$6,000 to $7,499 2.3 2:7

$7,500 to $8,999 3.8 8.1 6.7

$9,000 to $11,999 9.4 5.4 13.3

$12,000 to $14,999 14.3 13.5 6.7

$15,000 to $17,999 11.0 18.9 6.7

$18,000 to $20,999 11.4 7.7 6.7

$21,000 to $24,999 11.4 8.1 --

$25,000 and Above 29.6 8.1 13.3

Mean $19,170 000 $11 050

TABLE J-17

Independent Colleges Discribu io_
Stodent-Reported Parental Contributi n

Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

Non
$1 to $200

14.67
8.0

34.2%
21.1

46.7
6.7

$201 to $400 6.7 2.6 6.7

$401 to $600 5.4 7.9 6.7

$601 to $1,000 8.9 6.7

$1,001 to $1,500 7.4 2.6 6.7

$1,501 to $2,000 4.8 5.3

$2,001 to $2,500 7.0 5.3

$2,501 to $3,000 8.1 7.9

$3,001 and Above 29.0 13.2 20.0

Mean $1,700 $990 $897



TABLE J-18

Independent Colle,gp Distribution oi-

C.S.5, Calculatod ParenLal Contrihotion

By Racial/Ethnic Croup

11IFF. BLA( K r Ti RI CA:,

NonQ
$1 to 5200

14.0%
1.7 1.6 7,7

$211 to $400 9 9

$401 to sono 7.8 7.1

$o01 co SI,G00 9.5 7.1

51,001 to S1,500 14.3

$1,301 to S2,001 11.9

$2,001 to $2,500 8.5 7.1

$2,501 to $3,000 7.9 7.1 15.4

$3,001 and Above 22.0 7.1 7.7

Mean $1,669 $1,007 $.762

TABLE J-I9

independent College Distribution of Summer Earnings

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 13.4% 20.5% 33.37.

Of Those Reporting A

$1 to 200 5.5 12.9% 10.0%

$201 to $400 8.8 16.1 10.0

$401 to $600 13.3 16.1 10.0

$601 to $1,000 27.0 16.1 40.0

$1,001 to $1,00 22.3 19.4 20.0

$1,501 to $2,000 10.5 6.5 10.0

$2,001 to $2,500 5.6 6.5 .__

$2,501 to $3,000 3.1 --

$3,001 and Above 3.8 6.5

Moan, Those Reporting Any $1,116 $981 $835

Mean, All Respondents $966 $779 $557
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TABLE J-20

Independent College Distribution of Contribution fro Savings

By Racial/Ethuic Croup

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200

42.8%

34.0%

59.0%

56.3%

53.3%

42.9%

$201 co $400 15.7 12.5 28.6

$401 to $600 13.6 12.5

S601 to $1,000 13.9 6.3

$1,001 to $1,500 8.1 12.5

$1,901 to $2,000 3.3 --

$2,001 to $2,500 2.4 28.6

$2,501 to $3,000 2.0

$3,001 and Above 7.1

Mean, Those Reporting Any -$774 $363 $771

Mean, All Respondents $442 $149 360

TABLE J-21

Independent College Distribution of Hours of TerirTime Work

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 43.2% 53.8% 33.3%

1 9 12.3 7.7 13.3

6 - 10 12.9 10.3 20.0

11 - 15 11.5 5.1 20.0

16 - 20 9.7 2.6 13.3

21 25 4.5 15.4

26 - 30 3.1 --

31 or more 2.8 5.1

Mean (in Hours) 13.2 16.3 10.5



TABLE J-22

Independent Colle- s Distribu ion ot Tota1 FLrm-

By Racia Ethnic iroup

wyment

WHITE BLACK 1 :TATO

N

Of Those Report ing Any
C1/,

$1 to 0 21.3Z 17.4Z 27.-

$201 to $400 13.5 13.0

$401 to $600 16.3 30.4 9.1

$601 to $1,000 16.8 -- 27.3

$1,001 to $1,500 10.2 13.0 9.1
$1,501 to $2,000 7.6 13.0

$2,001 to $2,500 4.6 9.3

$2,501 to $3,000 3.5

$3,001 and Above 6.4 B. 1

Mean, Those Reporting ny $945 $1,002

Mean, All Respondents $616 $591 $487

TABLE J- 3

Independent College Dist _bution
of Total Scholarships & Grants

By Racial/Ethnic Croup

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 59.5% 28.2% 20.0%

Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 5.9% %

$201 to $400 8.2

$401 to $600 9.9 3.6

S601 to $1,000 20.7 7.1

1,001 to $1,500 18.6 3.6

$1,501 to $2,000 15.1 14.3 25.0

$2,001 to $2,500
$2,501 to $3,000

11.2

4.1
28.6
10.7

16_ 7
a . 3

$3,001 and Above 6.3 21.5 16.7

Mean, Those Reporting Any $1,337 $2,548 $2,25$

Mean, All Respondents $542 $1,829 $1,807
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TABLE J-?4

independent Coll 1e Distributton of Total Current Borrowing

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None 65.1Z 35.9% 60.0%
Of Those Reporting Any
$1 to $200 2.4% 4.0%. --%
$201 to $400 4.5 8.0
$401 to $600 10.1 12.0
$601 to $1,000 26.4 44.0 50.0
$1,001 to $1,500 23.7 12.0 33.3
$1,501 to $2,000 14.8 16.0
$2,001 to $2,500 9.8 --

$2,501 to $3,000 2.7 4.0
$3,001 and Above 5.7 16.7

Mean, Tho e Reporting Any $1,350 $980 $1,608

Mean, All Respondents $471 $628 $643

TABLE J-25

Independent College Distribution of Total Long-Term Debt

By Racial/Ethnic Group

WHITE BLACK PUERTO RICAN

None
Of Those Reporting Any
$1 - $499
$500 - $999

59.6%

7.4%

11.8

30.8%

7.4%

22.2

53.3%

--%
14.3

$1,000 $1,499 15.1 7.4

$1,500 $2,499 27.1 25.9 14.3

$2,500 - $3,499 16.1 18.5 42.9

$3,500 $4,499 8.2 3.7 14.3

$4,500 $5,999 6.6 11.1 14.3

$6,000 $7,499 4.3 3.7

$7,500 and Above 3.3

Mean, Those Reporting Any $2,590 $2,333 $ ,000

Mean, All Respoli-ents $1,048 $1,615 $1,400


